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Over 240,000 American students studied abroad in the 2006 - 2007 academic year 
(Commission on the Abraham Lincoln Study Abroad Fellowship Program, 2005). 
Despite the large number of students abroad and the breadth of the study-abroad literature 
(e.g., Dwyer 2004, Anderson, Lawton, Rexeisen, & Hubbard, 2006; Dewey, 2004; 
Milstein, 2005), there is relatively little work on the psychological ramifications of going 
abroad. Specifically, few studies investigate issues of identity change in students who 
study abroad. This dissertation was designed to provide an initial examination of these 
issues.  
Three theories of identity were applied to understand identity change in students 
abroad. Self-categorization theory (Oakes, Haslam, & Turner, 1994), which emphasizes 
the fluidity of identity and its dependence on social memberships, predicts that students 
will internalize the culture abroad and become very connected to it. Self-verification 
theory (Swann, 1997; Swann, Rentfrow, & Guinn, 2002) states that because people’s 
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personal identities give their lives coherence, meaning, and continuity, people are highly 
reluctant to change their personal identities. According to self-verification theory, 
students abroad will cling to their existing identities and remain connected with people 
from the country of origin. Identity negotiation theory (Swann & Bosson, in press; 
Swann, 1987) adopts a moderate position, suggesting that people retain their original 
identities but, under some conditions, modify them in response to exposure to the host 
culture.  
 Students spending a semester abroad completed online questionnaires before they 
left the United States, and three times during the semester abroad. Students changed on 
several characteristics across the semester abroad. Students abroad changed more than a 
matched-control group spending the semester at the University of Texas at Austin. 
Personal characteristics, such as extraversion, agreeableness, and openness to experience, 
predicted degree of personal change, personal growth, and identification with the host 
country. Various social behaviors abroad, as well as living with a host family, were 
correlated with identity change. A model linking each theory with data about various 
choices of living arrangements, social behaviors, and identity outcomes is presented.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
Over 240,000 American students studied abroad in the 2006 - 2007 academic 
year, and at least 640,000 students will study abroad annually by 2016 (Commission on 
the Abraham Lincoln Study Abroad Fellowship Program, 2005). Despite the large 
number of students abroad and the breadth of the study-abroad literature, there is 
relatively little work on the psychological ramifications of studying abroad. Specifically, 
research is lacking in the area of identity change during study abroad. 
Given that students abroad are confronted with new cultures and ways of life, it 
would seem valuable to measure how students’ behavior and identities develop in 
response to the novel environments and lifestyles they encounter. The current study 
sought to create a theoretical framework within which to understand the identity 
processes which develop when students go to a new culture. The study also investigated 
the personal and situational variables which predict identity change.  
First, I present a brief review of the literature to acquaint the reader with past 
work on study abroad. The identity change literature is reviewed, then three theories 
which may guide identity change during study abroad are discussed. Research questions 
are presented, followed by method, results, and discussion.  
Review of the Study-Abroad Literature 
Research on study-abroad is relatively expansive and interdisciplinary, carried out 
in fields as diverse as linguistics (e.g., Segalowitz & Freed, 2004), education (e.g., 
Ingraham & Peterson, 2004), and law (e.g., Ritchie, 2003). Study abroad for college 
students began at the University of Delaware in 1923 (Thomas, 2002), when eight young 
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men financed by Pierre S. du Pont studied in Paris. Research on study abroad began in 
the 1960’s. Early research on study abroad sought to define the structure of study-abroad 
research (Jacobsen, 1963) and to examine the range of changes that took place in study-
abroad students (Coelho, 1962). 
The types and locations of study-abroad programs have proliferated, as has the 
research on study-abroad processes and outcomes. Research on study abroad has 
investigated a wide range of phenomena, some of which are relevant to the current study 
and some of which are not. (For an overview of topics not germane to the current study, 
see the Appendix). Currently, two of the most common areas for study-abroad research 
include cultural benefits and personal growth. Research has also been conducted about 
the personal and situational variables which most predict successful outcomes abroad. 
Cultural variables. In terms of cultural benefits, Anderson, Lawton, Rexeisen, & 
Hubbard (2006) found that a four-week study-abroad program improved cross-cultural 
sensitivity. Students improved their ability to accept and adapt to cultural differences. 
Drews, Meyer, and Peregrine (1996) reported that students who had studied abroad 
tended to think of other national groups in terms associated with the characteristics of 
individuals. These students were less likely to think of national groups in terms of food, 
historical events, geography, and other non-personal characteristics. In other words, study 
abroad seemed to result in more individuated conceptualizations of members of other 
national groups. Carlson and Widaman (1988) compared students who had studied 
abroad with those who had not. Study-abroad students showed higher levels of 
international political concern and interest in other cultures. They also were slightly more 
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critical toward the United States. They held a more mature, objective perception of their 
home country. Females and humanities majors tended to be higher in cross-cultural 
interest prior to study abroad, yet this group still showed increases in cross-cultural 
interest while abroad. Therefore, it appears that increases on these variables occur in all 
students, not just students who start at relatively low levels.  
Kitsantas (2004) found that study abroad increased students’ effectiveness in 
adapting to new cultures. From before studying abroad to afterward, students made 
improvements in three areas: emotional resilience, or the ability to cope with stress and 
ambiguity and bounce back from mistakes; flexibility/openness, or the willingness to 
think and behave in new ways in a new environment; and perceptual acuity, or the ability 
to accurately perceive interpersonal cues in new cultures. Students also made 
improvements in global understanding, becoming less ethnocentric and more able to view 
the United States in relation to other cultures. Furthermore, students’ goals for their 
study-abroad experience predicted the extent of their cross-cultural adaptation. Students 
indicating they wanted to study abroad in order to improve cross-cultural competence 
showed greater gains than students who did not have these goals.  
Savicki, Downing-Burnette, Heller, Binder, and Suntinger (2004) found that 
study-abroad students were higher than at-home students on measures of potential and 
actual intercultural adjustment, both before and after studying abroad. These findings 
suggest that study-abroad programs may attract students who are already high in traits 
that lead to favorable outcomes abroad. Therefore, a longitudinal design and a variety of 
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predictor measures can help to better understand students’ experiences and growth while 
abroad. 
Personal variables. In addition to improvement in intercultural variables, there is 
also some evidence that students undergo personal change while abroad. Milstein (2005) 
found that 95.50% of study-abroad students self-reported an improvement in 
communication self-efficacy. Self-reported challenge of the experience abroad was 
positively correlated with the perceived improvement in communication self-efficacy. 
Dwyer (2004) found that the vast majority of study-abroad students reported increased 
self-confidence, better tolerance for ambiguity, and higher maturity after study abroad, 
with students spending more time abroad reaping more of the benefits. Gurman (1989), 
who reported that study-abroad students showed higher posttest scores on creativity 
measures than control students did, concluded that the variety of new experiences that 
travel brings can inspire new and creative ways of responding. Students’ time abroad may 
also lead them to reconsider their career aspirations (Orahood, Kruze, & Pearson, 2004). 
Ninety-six percent of business students reported that studying abroad had some influence 
on their career plans. Fifty-five percent of these students indicated the influence was quite 
high. Compared to students who had not studied abroad, significantly more study-abroad 
students reported an interest in working overseas. 
Predictors of positive outcomes. Various personal, behavioral, and situational 
characteristics have been linked with positive study-abroad outcomes. Students who were 
high in extraversion and who were satisfied with contact with members of the host 
country (the country where they were studying) reported the highest levels of 
   
5 
psychological adjustment while abroad (Searle & Ward, 1990). The authors were careful 
to point out, however, that personality traits may interact with culture-specific 
characteristics of the host country to influence students’ adjustment. Thus, it is important 
to consider “cultural fit,” the idea that the more closely a student’s personality traits 
resemble host country norms, the more successful the student will be.  
Swagler and Jome (2005) reported that North Americans low in neuroticism, high 
in agreeableness, high in conscientiousness, and with high acculturation to Taiwanese 
culture had the highest levels of psychological adjustment while living in Taiwan. 
Becoming more acculturated in the Taiwanese culture had a positive effect on adjustment 
above and beyond the personality variables. Greater neuroticism was associated with 
experiencing greater psychological distress while in Taiwan.  
Rohrlich and Martin (1991) found that among American students studying abroad 
in Western European nations, higher frequency of communication with members of the 
host country was associated with higher satisfaction with the study-abroad experience. 
Interacting in a number of activities in the host country, such as visiting museums, talking 
with families, and having positive contact with neighbors were all associated with feeling 
satisfied with study abroad.  
Along similar lines, Kashima & Loh (2006) emphasized that social ties and need 
for cognitive closure could influence outcomes abroad. Asian students’ psychological 
adjustment in Australia was predicted by social ties with Australians. Social ties with 
students from their own country did not predict psychological adjustment. Need for 
cognitive closure (NCC) is the degree to which a person desires a clear and firm solution 
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to an issue. People high in NCC dislike uncertainty and confusion. In Kashima and Loh’s 
(2006) sample, individuals high in NCC showed poorer psychological adjustment and 
found the uncertainty inherent in living abroad to be highly stressful. Intriguingly, high 
NCC individuals with many social ties with Australians did not show poor psychological 
adjustment, findings that suggest that social ties with host country members may serve as 
a protective factor.  
Oguri and Gudykunst (2002) investigated how self-construal predicted 
psychological adjustment. The more that Asian international students studying in the 
United States embraced the independent self-construal, the higher their psychological 
adjustment. Individuals in the United States tend to have a more independent self-
construal, so a close fit between the students’ self-construals and the host country’s self-
construal was associated with more positive psychological outcomes. Having an 
interdependent self-construal in the United States was not associated with psychological 
adjustment. 
While a large number of studies (e.g., Anderson et al., 2006; Drews et al., 1996; 
Carlson & Widaman, 1988; Kitsantas, 2004; Savicki et al., 2004; Milstein, 2005; Dwyer, 
2004; Gurman, 1989; Orahood et al., 2004) suggests that study abroad can carry many 
benefits, it is important to recognize that study abroad can also be stressful and difficult. 
Culture shock, a common phenomenon in students abroad, is the “realization that 
expected behaviors and perceived values of the new environment are disturbingly 
dissimilar from those of home” (Zeitlin, 1996, p. 85). Zapf (1991) catalogued over 40 
words that people have used to describe the emotions caused by culture shock; these 
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descriptors include feeling confused, isolated, frustrated, vulnerable, and overwhelmed. 
Zapf (1991) also found that people who had overcome culture shock and had adjusted to 
the new culture felt excitement, fascination, confidence, euphoria, acceptance, self-
assurance, and satisfaction.  
Zaharna (1989) argued that culture shock is more aptly conceptualized as self-
shock. Living in a new country can plunge the self into confusion, according to Adler, 
who noted that going abroad “begins with the encounter of another culture and evolves 
into the encounter with the self” (1975, p. 18). According to Zaharna, “self-shock rests on 
the intimate link between Self, Other, and behaviors. Any situation which alters the 
meanings for behaviors has the potential for hampering the individual’s ability to 
establish and maintain consistent, recognizable self-identities” (1989, p. 517 – 518). Self-
shock can occur in people abroad due to the decreased ability to communicate about who 
they are, as well as the decreased ability to understand others’ appraisals of them. 
Zaharna describes self-shock as a double bind, explaining that “unshared meanings for 
behaviors increase one’s need to confirm self-identities; however, unshared meanings for 
behaviors decrease one’s ability to do so” (1989, p. 501).  
In addition to the broad concepts of culture and self-shock, there is evidence that 
students abroad have trouble in more specific domains. Students abroad had a harder time 
forming friendships than did local people (Barker, Child, Gallois, Jones, & Callahan, 
1991; Zheng & Berry, 1991); students abroad also reported that the friendships they did 
manage to form in the host country were less satisfying (Furnham & Tresize, 1981). 
Students’ success in forming cross-cultural friendships often depends on how different 
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the host culture is from the students’ home culture (Bochner, McLeod, & Lin, 1977). For 
example, Redmond and Bunyi (1993) found that among international students at a 
midwestern university, British, European, and South American students were best at 
interacting with U.S. students, while Korean, Taiwanese, and Southeast Asian students 
had more trouble.  
Other problems may occur during study abroad. Stroebe, Lenkert, & Jonas (1988) 
found that American students studying abroad in France showed increased negative 
stereotypes toward French people. It is also quite common for students abroad to feel 
prejudice and discrimination from members of the host country (Ward, Bochner, & 
Furnham, 2001). Experiencing discrimination while abroad is correlated with increased 
stress, more conflict about identity, and poorer psychological adjustment (Berno & Ward, 
1998; Leong & Ward, 2000; Pak, Dion, & Dion, 1991). Concern about language abilities 
is another stressor for students abroad (Rohrlich & Martin, 1991; Henderson, Millhouse, 
& Cao, 1993). Trouble forming friendships, perceived discrimination, and language 
difficulty may explain why loneliness was reported in nearly a quarter of students abroad 
in Sam and Eide’s (1991) sample.  
Beyond difficulty associated with studying in a new country, students abroad 
continue to face stressors that are common to students in general; worries about housing, 
money, and coursework were frequent (Rohrlich & Martin, 1991). Differences in 
teaching methods, administrative problems, and the perceived unwillingness of 
instructors to offer help were three of the top concerns cited by students abroad (Opper, 
Teichler, & Carlson, 1990).  
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Empirical evidence makes a strong case for the benefits of study abroad. 
Anecdotal evidence from students often echoes the sentiment that study abroad is 
beneficial in many ways. Students’ often offer glowing reports of the study-abroad 
experience, calling it one of the best experiences of their lives. However, empirical 
evidence also shows that students should be aware that some stress and discomfort will 
likely be a part of the study-abroad experience.  
Identity 
Although some have defined identity in terms of role-related behavior, for the 
purposes of the current study, identity was defined as a person’s self-views, which are 
thoughts and feelings about the self.  
Review of the Identity Change Literature 
Little research has focused on identity change in people studying abroad. The 
only exception that I uncovered was conducted by Kashima and Loh (2006), who found 
that Asian students studying in Australia tended to see themselves as worthy and valid 
members of their Australian university, while at the same time seeing themselves as 
members of their country of origin (the home country). These findings suggest that 
identity may be somewhat flexible and determined by environmental context. 
The near absence of studies about identity change during study abroad is not 
surprising, given that there exist rather few studies on identity change at all. Unlike mood 
(e. g., Forgas & Bower, 1987) or stress (e. g., Shiloh, Sorek, & Terkel, 2003) which can 
be induced or changed experimentally, identity is an overarching and stable construct 
which does not respond readily to typical laboratory manipulations. As such, identity 
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change is rarely studied in laboratory settings. Instead, many identity researchers 
investigate identity change in the wake of an intense or significant life event, such as 
getting married or extended travel. Identity researchers have shown that identity can shift 
due to marriage (Burke, 2006), career and family development (Cramer, 2004), specific 
and intense life events (Kroger and Green, 1996), and living in a new country (Sussman, 
2001, 2002). Identity researchers who do not study life events have instead described the 
personal and contextual variables which can foster identity development (Bosma & 
Kunnen, 2001; Côté, 1996; Grotevant, 1987). 
Marriage. Burke (2006) showed that identities can change over time, especially 
when pre-existing identities continually fail to fit behavior in new situations. Spouses of 
both genders who, because of situational demands, enacted the role of spouse in a more 
traditionally feminine way came to adopt a more feminine spouse identity over time. That 
is, spouses who reported spending more time cooking, cleaning, or housekeeping at Time 
1 indicated at Time 2 that their identity as a spouse required them to be more responsible 
for these activities. Burke (2006) noted that the results of the study emphasize a 
“dynamic view of identities as always changing (though slowly) in response to the 
exigencies of the situation” (p. 93). 
Career and family development. Cramer (2004) studied adult identity across a 24-
year time span, using the model first outlined by Marcia (1966), in which current identity 
is described in terms of exploration and commitment. Individuals who have not made a 
commitment to a particular identity and have not explored identity are in a state of 
diffusion. Those who have made a commitment, not through personal exploration, but by 
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unquestioningly accepting the values or opinions of a key social group, are in a state of 
foreclosure. Individuals who are currently undergoing identity exploration but have not 
yet committed are in a state of moratorium. Only individuals who have experienced 
identity exploration and made a commitment to a particular identity are in a state of 
achievement. Cramer (2004) hypothesized that defense mechanisms, IQ, and various life 
characteristics would be associated with moving into a state of identity achievement. One 
important defense mechanism was identification, in which one adopts the attitudes, 
behaviors, and values of close friends and family. Overall, the most identity change 
occurred between early adulthood (mid-30’s) and middle adulthood (mid-40’s). Less 
change occurred between middle adulthood and late middle age (late 50’s to early 60’s). 
The most common pattern was for participants to move into a state of identity 
achievement over time, though some participants moved into identity foreclosure. In 
early adulthood, using the defense mechanism of identification predicted reaching 
identity achievement. Identity achievement was also predicted by IQ, success in work and 
family, and being involved in the community. These findings support the broad idea that 
success in work and relationships, as well as finding one’s niche, all foster identity 
achievement. 
Life events. Anthis (2002) built on Marcia’s (1966) model of identity by 
hypothesizing about how and why various life events can lead to changes in identity 
during adulthood. Kroger and Green (1996) presented evidence for the relationship 
between particular life events and identity change. Based on men’s and women’s 
descriptions of events that had been influential in their identity change, Kroger and Green 
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(1996) identified eight categories. Event types included age graded (e. g., first time 
voting), history graded (e. g., serving in the Vietnam War), critical life (e. g., one event 
that was a major setback, such as a serious illness or loss of a job), stage of family life (e. 
g., birth of a child), exposure to different cultural or social sources of knowledge (e. g., 
travel), direct influence of significant other (e. g., spouse’s influence), internal change (e. 
g., introspection), and no opportunity to pursue desired goals (e. g., getting to a dead 
end). Kroger and Green (1996) noted that these life events were often associated with 
transitions to moratorium status, in which exploration of identity is high and commitment 
is low. Anthis (2002) created hypotheses based on Farson’s (1974) calamity theory of 
identity growth, which states that tragic and crisis situations often eventually lead to 
personal growth. Anthis (2002) predicted that stressful life events in the areas of death, 
health care, crime, finances and family would predict increases in identity exploration 
and decreases in identity commitment over time. The data supported these predictions.  
Living abroad. Echoing Kroger and Green’s (1996) findings that travel is one 
factor that can bring about identity change, a small portion of the identity change 
literature deals with people living outside of their countries of origin. In a study of 
American managers who worked abroad for up to four years, cultural identity change was 
measured by asking participants to what degree they felt less American than they did 
before the international assignment began. Participants who indicated that they felt less 
American after living abroad reported the highest levels of repatriation distress upon their 
return to the United States (Sussman, 2001). Furthermore, the more managers indicated 
that they had changed while abroad, the more they experienced repatriation distress. 
   
13 
Sussman (2002) reported similar findings in a group of American teachers who had lived 
in Japan for an average of 27 months before returning to the United States. Participants 
who had somewhat negative affect about their American identity, felt estranged from 
other Americans, or who felt that others perceived them as atypical Americans reported 
high repatriation distress. Participants who felt less American in their identities at the end 
of their stay in Japan also had lower life satisfaction and fewer bonds with other 
Americans upon repatriation. Participants who felt less American by the end of the stay 
felt more Japanese and indicated they had changed most (Sussman, 2002). These findings 
are most relevant to the current study not in terms of their explanations about repatriation 
distress, but in their support for the concept that people undergo important behavioral, 
cognitive, and identity changes while overseas.  
The findings from Sussman (2001, 2002) also contribute to the debate about what 
occurs when people return home from overseas. The culture model predicts that while 
overseas, people simply learn new ways to adjust which can then be applied upon return 
to the country or origin. Sussman’s identity change model (2000, 2001) disagrees, 
asserting that people successfully adapt to a host country by changing behaviors, 
thoughts, and even identity. These changes make repatriation difficult. Further dispute for 
the culture model can be found in Sussman (2000): 8 of 11 people who had completed 
multiple overseas assignments indicated that each successive repatriation experience was 
more difficult than the last. Another contribution of Sussman (2002) is the use of an 
online data collection methodology. Some participants completed questionnaires online, 
while others completed identical paper questionnaires. These two groups did not differ in 
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their responses to any of the major measures, supporting the validity of online data 
collection for participants currently abroad or returning from abroad. 
New experiences. In addition to empirical findings described above, a number of 
researchers have written theoretical articles about identity change. Bosma and Kunnen 
(2001) explained that most of the time, people force new experiences and information 
into existing cognitive schema and behavioral scripts. This process has the benefits of 
being automatic and economical on attentional resources. However, people are able to 
detect when information from a new environment no longer fits an existing schema, and 
the recognition often causes dissonance. The discomfort results in attempts to revise the 
identity. According to Bosma and Kunnen (2001), a balanced use of forcing new 
information into existing schemas, along with revising the identity when necessary, 
results in the most adaptive outcomes. During study abroad, one could expect the 
unfolding of the processes Bosma and Kunnen (2001) described. 
Identity capital. Côté (1996) presented the concept of identity capital, or the idea 
that some people have the resources, time, and ability for identity change, while others do 
not. Identity capital involves two types of assets. The first type of assets involves 
education, social networks, and styles of dress and speech; these are “passports” into new 
environments, where identity change is more likely. The second type of assets is 
psychological, including self-efficacy, critical thinking abilities, cognitive flexibility, and 
self-monitoring. Côté’s reasoning suggests that college students who embark on study-
abroad programs may have the combination of identity capital assets necessary for 
identity change.  
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Combination of individual and situational factors. Grotevant (1987) provided 
more support for the idea that a combination of individual and contextual factors 
promotes identity change. According to Grotevant (1987), the probability that a person 
will undergo identity change is determined by individual factors such as self-esteem, self-
monitoring, openness to experience, and cognitive abilities. Contextual factors include 
cultural beliefs and expectations about identity, and family communication processes 
which stimulate individuality. Peers and school and work environments also offer models 
for identity, as well as opportunities to explore new identities. Several factors that 
Grotevant (1987) described are present during study abroad, so the probability of identity 
change should increase. 
Theories of Identity in the Proposed Research 
 According to Swann & Bosson (in press), identity provides people with a sense of 
who they are based on their prior history. In addition, dentity gives meaning to 
experiences, directs behavior, and helps people know how to behave and what to expect. 
Identity researchers (e.g., Swann & Bosson, in press; Oyserman, Bybee, & Terry, 2006; 
Nelson & Garst, 2005; Nario-Redmond, Biernat, & Eidelman, 2004) often refer to two 
types of identity. Personal identity includes qualities that make people distinct, unique, 
and separate from others. These qualities include the physical self, personality, personal 
goals, biographical knowledge, dispositions, and talents. Social identity is defined in 
terms of membership or alignment with a specific social group, such as American, 
Spaniard, woman, Democrat, or student.  
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Three theories of identity that have guided research are self-categorization theory 
(Oakes et al., 1994; Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987) self-verification 
theory (Swann, et al., 2002; Swann, 1990), and identity negotiation theory (Swann, 1987; 
Swann & Bosson, in press). Each theory makes distinct predictions about identity change 
in students who study abroad.  
Self-categorization theory. Self-categorization theory (Turner & Onorato, 1999; 
Turner, Oakes, Haslam, & McGarty, 1994; Onorato & Turner, 2001) emerged as a 
challenge to the dominant view of self. The dominant view emphasized the uniqueness, 
relative stability, and individuality of the self (Markus & Cross, 1990), and contained 
four important components. First, the self-concept was seen as composed primarily of 
personal identity (Stryker & Statham, 1985). Personal identity contained personality, 
attitudes, values, goals, beliefs, and styles—anything that distinguished the individual 
from others. Very strong emphasis was placed on the view of the self as an individual 
person, unique, special, and different from others. Second, the self was seen as a unique 
psychological property of the perceiver. Others could not share in the self (Markus, 
1977). Third, the dominant view acknowledged that the self could be influenced by social 
interaction. The self did engage in social interaction, but this part of the self was still a 
property of the individual person. Moreover, the contents of the self came from personal 
experience, interpretation of one’s own behavior, and from social interaction. One 
generated one’s concept of self by observing the behavior of the self, much as one 
observed the behavior of others (Bem, 1972). Also, one could form the self-concept 
through social interaction. Consistent with symbolic interactionist views (e. g., Mead, 
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1934), one formed the self-concept by observing how one was received and responded to 
by other individuals, groups, and society in general. Others served as a mirror for the self. 
Fourth, the self was viewed as a discrete cognitive structure with boundaries. The self 
was a stable, enduring, and separate cognitive structure in the information-processing 
system (Higgins & Bargh, 1987). Certainly the facets of the self presented could change 
depending on situational demands, but the underlying cognitive structure was firm and 
established.  
Self-categorization theorists challenged all four assumptions of the dominant view 
of self, primarily by making a distinction between personal identity and social identity 
(Turner, 1982, 1984). They begin by noting that personal identity and social identity are 
two different levels of self-categorization (Turner et al., 1994). A self-categorization is a 
“cognitive grouping of oneself and some class of stimuli as identical in contrast to some 
other class of stimuli” (Onorato & Turner, 2001, p. 156). Self-categorization can take 
place anywhere along the continuum, from the most specific (personal identity) to the 
most inclusive (social identity as, for example, a human being). When social identity is 
activated, for instance, one may categorize oneself as a biologist, quite similar to other 
biologists and very different from advertising executives. Self-categorization at this level 
leads to an accompanying social identity.  
Self-categorization theory departs from the dominant view by noting that even 
personal identity is inextricably linked to a group and may even operate in the service of 
group identity. Turner, for example, pointed out that “social identity is sometimes able to 
function to the relative exclusion of personal identity,” (1984, p. 527) and “at certain 
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times our salient self-images may be based solely or primarily on our group 
memberships” (1982, p. 19). 
From the vantage point of self-categorization theory, when social identity 
becomes more salient, personal identity fades into the background. When people define 
themselves in terms of their social group memberships, and these social identities became 
salient, people see themselves less as individuals and more as similar and prototypical 
group members. For example, Kate’s personal identity may include traits such as 
assertive and independent. However, when her social identity as a woman is activated, 
she will see herself more as the typical woman—nurturing and affiliative—and downplay 
the traits that set her apart from other women. In this case, depersonalization of the self 
occurs—a “cognitive redefinition of the self, from unique attributes and individual 
differences to shared social category memberships and associated stereotypes” (Turner, 
1984, p. 258). Another important component of self-categorization theory is that because 
social identities are so important to the self-concept, people attempt to join groups that 
they regard as positive and that compare favorably with relevant outgroups (Turner & 
Onorato, 1999). 
Therefore, the characterization of the self offered by self-categorization theorists 
differs from the previously dominant view of the self on each of the four components of 
the self discussed above. First, as outlined above, and in contrast to the dominant view, 
the self is not purely a personal self. The self encompasses many different levels of 
inclusiveness. The personal self is only one level of inclusiveness. Social selves are other 
levels, and social selves can vary in levels of inclusiveness. One may categorize oneself 
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as a molecular biologist, a biologist, a scientist, or as an educated person in general. All 
of these are social identities with their relevant characteristics, stereotypes, and 
implications for behavior. In contrast to the dominant view of the self, people do not have 
fixed individual identities (Turner & Onorato, 1999). Instead, there is ever-changing 
variation in the self-categorization people choose. Variation is affected by the goals of the 
perceiver and the characteristics of the situation. When a person embraces a social 
identity and personal identity becomes less salient, the process is one of 
depersonalization; it is not loss of self, but change in the level and content of the self 
(Turner & Onorato, 1999).  
Second, while the dominant view sees the self as a unique psychological property 
of the perceiver, self-categorization theory points out that social identities are shared, not 
unique. People in a social group consensually understand what it means to be a member 
in that group. As a certain social identity becomes salient, the behaviors of the people in 
that group become more similar. But social identities themselves are not fixed entities. 
They are ever-changing depending on context, and social group members are able to 
adjust their behavior and thinking to account for this fact. Onorato & Turner (2001) 
emphasize that “‘we’ Australians may perceive ourselves as hardworking compared to 
[some cultural groups] but pleasure loving compared to Americans” (p. 162).  
Third, social identity is not a looking-glass self, or made up of the reflected 
appraisals of other people, as the dominant view maintains. Self-categorization theory 
points out that people are not uniformly influenced by others; rather, they accept 
influence from ingroup members and reject influence from outgroup members (Turner, 
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1991). Therefore, once a person self-categorizes as a member of a certain group, fellow 
group members can influence the self, but outgroup members cannot. This facet of self 
explains how persuasive messages coming from powerful sources can be rejected; if the 
source of the message is not the ingroup, the message may be ignored. An important 
implication of this view of self is that influence from ingroup members is accepted 
“precisely because they not others, but self ” (Turner & Onorato, 1999, p. 29).  
Fourth, the dominant view describes the self as a fixed cognitive structure. Self-
categorization theory, however, declares that the self emerges and changes moment by 
moment. The self is based on the perceiver’s choice of a specific social identity, and 
reflects goals of the current situation. The self is not constructed of pre-formed, already-
stored self-concepts. Instead, self-concepts and self-categories change to fit the 
perceiver’s current social situation.  
The concept of the self as a separate mental structure does not seem necessary, 
because we can assume that any and all cognitive resources—long-term 
knowledge, implicit theories, cultural beliefs, social representations, and so 
forth—are recruited, used, and deployed when necessary to create the needed self-
category. Rather than a distinction between the activated self and the stored, 
inactive self, it is possible to think of the self as the product of the cognitive 
system at work, as a functional property of the cognitive system as a whole 
(Turner et al., 1994, p. 459). 
Self-categorization theorists (e.g., Turner & Onorato, 1999) do not argue against 
the idea that the self can be somewhat stable and consistent; an amorphous and chaotic 
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self does not necessarily result from self-categorization processes. Rather, consistency 
results from a number of sources. First, motives, expectations, and background 
knowledge often cause the self to continually select the same social identities. Along the 
same lines, cultural rules and social norms do not change values rapidly. Thus, the social 
identities which the self chooses can be expected to stay relatively stable across time, as 
long as situational constraints remain stable. For example, Michael could theoretically 
choose to adopt any social identity he chooses. However, Michael has gone to law 
school, and has spent the past ten years working as a lawyer. On the weekends he plays 
soccer. His motives, expectations, and situational constraints will likely constrain him to 
the social identities of lawyer and recreational soccer player. Adopting other identities 
would clearly be at odds with reality. 
It is worth noting that the very factors which hold identity somewhat stable, 
according to self-categorization theory, may undergo change during study abroad. In 
addition to the vastly different contexts and situations they encounter, students’ lack of 
background knowledge about the host country may lead them to adopt new social 
identities. In fact, Hogg and Grieve (1999) stated that the reduction of uncertainty about 
the self is a fundamental human motive, and people join groups to reduce uncertainty. 
Hogg and Grieve’s (1999) study showed that participants adopted new social identities to 
avoid the uncertainty they faced in a new environment. Research outside the laboratory 
also supports people’s tendency to form groups as a way to reduce uncertainty (Sussman 
& Hogg, 1998). College students who had recently arrived at a large public university 
indicated how many clubs and societies they planned to join. The higher the students’ 
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level of uncertainty, the more clubs students had joined or planned to join. These results 
suggest that students abroad may be eager to adopt the social identities of their host 
countries in order to reduce uncertainty. 
 Onorato and Turner (2004) provided empirical evidence for the influence of 
social identity. In one study, women, including those who viewed themselves as 
independent, rated themselves as dependent when their social identities as women were 
made salient. Men, including those who viewed themselves as dependent, rated 
themselves as independent when their social identities as men were made salient. When 
the social identity was made salient, women responded to adjectives describing traits of 
dependence significantly more quickly, and men responded to adjectives describing traits 
of independence significantly more quickly. These findings occurred regardless of 
whether men and women indicated that these traits were descriptive of their personal 
identities. The results challenged previous research (e. g., Markus, 1977), which claimed 
that central self-aspects are hardest to change. Onorato and Turner (2004) showed that 
even women with independent personal self-views and men with dependent personal-self 
views reported different self-views when social identity was made salient. The fact that 
individuals change their self-views in certain conditions provides support for self-
categorization theory. 
 Self-verification theory. Self-verification theory (Swann et al., 2007; Swann, 
1997, 1983) states that people’s personal identities give their lives coherence, meaning, 
and continuity. Therefore, people go to great lengths to preserve and confirm their 
identities. One of the main tenets of self-verification theory is that people prefer to 
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interact with others who see them as they see themselves. This is the case even for people 
with negative self-views (Swann, Wenzlaff, Krull, & Pelham, 1992; Swann, Wenzlaff, & 
Tafarodi, 1992).  
One striking difference between self-verification theory and self-categorization 
theory is the theories’ views of the persistence of personal identity. Self-categorization 
theory describes personal identity as an identity, one of many, which is often overridden 
when a person chooses to embrace a salient social identity. In self-verification theory, in 
contrast, personal identities are critical to people’s sense of self and they do not 
relinquish these identities when social identities are salient.  
 Self-verification theory (Swann, Stein-Seroussi, & Giesler, 1992; Swann, 1983) is 
built on the assumption that stable self-views, also referred to as personal identity, allow 
people to know themselves, understand their lives, and guide their interactions with 
others. People pursue verification of their self-views for epistemic and pragmatic reasons 
(Swann et al., 2002). From an epistemic standpoint, people prefer others who share their 
reality. Take the shy and bookish librarian, for example, whose husband remarks that she 
is a social butterfly whose intellectual competence is questionable. This lack of 
connection between the woman’s self-view and her husband’s opinion of her could lead 
her to the jarring conclusion that she is not in touch with reality. People pursue self-
verification for pragmatic reasons as well. People prefer others who see them as they see 
themselves because this shared knowledge allows them to navigate their social worlds 
efficiently and adaptively. Consider a clumsy, unathletic woman whose friends are aware 
of her lack of ability or interest in sports. The woman can rest assured knowing that her 
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friends will not invite her to join a softball team or to play sand volleyball. In this way, 
the woman steers herself into social settings in which she can be assured that others have 
realistic expectations of her. 
 Attaining verification of self-views is so important that people employ a variety of 
behavioral and cognitive strategies to meet their self-verification goals (Swann, 1983). 
Behavioral strategies include seeking out interaction partners who verify people’s self-
views, displaying identity cues, and enacting interpersonal prompts.  
To investigate people’s desire for self-verifying interaction partners, Swann, 
Stein-Seroussi, & Giesler, (1992) gave participants with positive or negative self-views 
the choice between interacting with an evaluator who viewed them positively or with an 
evaluator who viewed them negatively. People with positive self-views preferred to 
interact with the positive evaluators, and people with negative self-views preferred to 
interact with negative evaluators. In fact, the desire for self-verifying feedback is so 
strong that people with negative self-views preferred to interact with a negative evaluator 
even when given the alternative to engage in a different activity (Swann, Wenzlaff, & 
Tafarodi, 1992). The tendency for people to want to be seen as they see themselves has 
been widely established in numerous research studies (Hixon & Swann, 1993; Swann, 
Pelham, & Krull, 1989), as well as in relationships. When people were married to 
partners who saw them either more or less positively than they saw themselves, intimacy 
suffered (De La Ronde & Swann, 1998) and people became less committed to their 
spouses (Swann, Hixon, & De La Ronde, 1992). 
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An important distinction that self-verification theory makes is that people with 
negative self-views do not relish or enjoy receiving negative feedback. When participants 
with negative self-views received negative feedback, they felt depressed, anxious, and 
hostile (Swann, Griffin, Predmore, & Gaines, 1987). However, these participants also 
regarded the feedback as accurate and the evaluator as competent. Participants with 
negative self-views experience positive affect after receiving positive feedback, but then 
they realize cognitively that the feedback just does not “fit” them. They therefore opt for 
the accuracy of a negative evaluation over the pleasure of a positive evaluation.  
Another way people make certain they get self-verified is by displaying identity 
cues—cues about who they are and how they would like to be treated (Swann et al., 
2002). People’s personal appearances, including clothing and posture, send powerful 
messages to the world about their affluence, status, occupation, and favorite activities. 
The adage “don’t dress for the job you have, dress for the job you want,” underscores that 
people’s appearances communicate a wealth of information about who they are. The 
ambitious public relations coordinator who is always perfectly coiffed communicates her 
dedication and career goals, just as the executive with a commanding stance and stride 
emphasizes that she expects to be treated with respect.  
The third way that people bring about self-verification in their interactions with 
others is by interpersonal prompts, which involve clearly and verbally conveying to 
others who they are. When people feel that others see them in a non-verifying way, they 
often intensify their efforts to make others see them as they see themselves. In a study by 
Swann and Read (1981), participants who considered themselves likeable obtained very 
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positive reactions from evaluators when they were told beforehand that the evaluators 
disliked them. Participants who considered themselves dislikeable obtained very negative 
reactions from evaluators when they were told beforehand that their evaluators liked 
them. People are eager to clearly and verbally set others straight about who they are, even 
when it means changing an interaction partner’s view from positive to negative. The 
propensity to resist non-self-verifying feedback depends on the certainty, centrality, and 
importance of the aspect of identity in question (Swann & Pelham, 2002). In Swann and 
Ely (1984), evaluators interviewed participants who were either certain or uncertain about 
their self-perceived levels of extraversion. When evaluators were highly certain about 
their evaluations, participants low in self-certainty answered in ways that confirmed the 
evaluators’ views, even when it meant disconfirming their own views. This was not the 
case with participants high in self-certainty, who refused to accept the evaluators’ views, 
even when the evaluators’ views were highly certain. 
Evidence for interpersonal prompts can also be found in real-world situations, 
such as college roommate relationships (McNulty & Swann, 1994) and MBA study 
groups (Swann, Milton, & Polzer, 2000). The results of two longitudinal studies showed 
that students brought their roommates to see them as they saw themselves, whether the 
students’ self-views were positive or negative. In an examination of MBA students’ study 
groups, individual members brought other group members to see them as they saw 
themselves. This phenomenon was stronger than the opposite tendency, predicted by self-
categorization theory, for group members to influence the self-views of the individuals in 
the group. Swann et al.’s (2000) findings dispute the assumption of self-categorization 
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theory that when people define themselves in terms of their social group memberships, 
they see themselves less as individuals and more as similar and prototypical group 
members. Clearly, the students in the MBA study groups were intent upon showcasing 
their personal identities in the group setting. 
Self-verification strivings are not limited to personal traits. In related research 
recently conducted in Spain, participants were more interested in interacting with people 
who verified rather than disconfirmed their group identity (Gomez, Seyle, Huici, & 
Swann, 2007). Furthermore, when participants felt that their group identity was verified, 
they felt more understood, felt that they could be themselves, and felt that others saw 
them as they saw themselves. These findings occurred regardless of whether the group 
identity was positive or negative. Self-verification strivings actually tended to override 
self-enhancement strivings, in that people preferred to interact with evaluators who were 
verifying and negative over those who were non-verifying and positive. 
When behavioral tools of self-verification are not enough, people can rely on a 
number of cognitive strategies to ensure self-verification. First, people attend to self-
verifying feedback while ignoring non-self-verifying feedback. In Swann and Read 
(1981, Study 1), participants who thought of themselves as likeable spent more time 
reading feedback that they expected to be positive, and participants who thought of 
themselves as dislikeable spent more time reading feedback they expected would be 
negative. Second, people remember feedback in self-verifying ways. In Swann and Read 
(1981, Study 3), participants heard an evaluator say positive and negative phrases about 
them. Shortly afterward, participants were asked to recall as many of the phrases as 
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possible. Participants who considered themselves likeable remembered more positive 
than negative statements; participants who considered themselves dislikeable 
remembered more negative than positive statements. Third, people can actively convince 
themselves of the validity and trustworthiness of the feedback they receive. Swann et al. 
(1987) gave participants evaluations after they had delivered a speech. Participants with 
positive self-views who received positive feedback saw the feedback as more accurate 
and the evaluator as more competent. Participants with negative self-views who received 
unfavorable feedback saw it as more accurate and the evaluator as more competent. 
In sum, self-verification theory asserts that people’s personal identities give 
enormous coherence and meaning to their lives. People are unwilling to part with the 
regularity and uniformity that personal identities provide. For this reason, people use a 
number of strategies to retain these personal identities. 
Identity negotiation theory. Identity negotiation theory (Swann, 1987; Swann & 
Bosson, in press) assumes that for people to maintain their identities, they must receive a 
steady supply of nourishment from the social environment. Identity negotiation “refers to 
the processes through which people work to obtain such nourishment” (Swann & Bosson, 
in press, p. 2). Contrary to self-categorization theory, identity negotiation theory assumes 
that identities are inclined to remain somewhat stable rather than being computed 
moment-by-moment based on signals from the social environment. Identity negotiation 
theory presents identity change as a slower, richer, more complex process, in which the 
self and the environment interact.  
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According to Swann and Bosson (in press, p. 10): 
Three identity-related needs may play especially important roles in the identity 
negotiation process: agency (which encompasses feelings of autonomy and 
competence), communion (which encompasses feelings of belonging and 
interpersonal connectedness, and psychological coherence (which encompasses 
feelings of regularity, predictability, and control).  
People are often able to achieve their needs for agency by underscoring the 
personal qualities which make them unique and set them apart from others (e. g., Hornsey 
& Hogg, 1999). People achieve their needs for communion by engaging in pleasant and 
meaningful relationships with others (e. g., Pinel, Long, Landau, Alexander, & 
Pyszczynski, 2006). People achieve their needs for psychological coherence by engaging 
in the interpersonal and cognitive strategies to bring about self-verification (e. g., Swann 
et al., 2002).  
Identities may change when people negotiate situated identities that clash with 
their chronic identities (Swann & Bosson, in press). Situated identities are a person’s 
identity within a specific situation. In certain situations, a person’s negotiated situated 
identity will overlap very little with his or her initial identity. A trusting young woman 
from a small town may move to New York City and soon recognize that it is not safe or 
healthy to wear her heart on her sleeve and be so trusting. She may, in certain situations 
where risk is present, adapt the new identity of tough New Yorker to meet her goals.  
When people enter new environments or cultures, as they do during study abroad, 
they may be particularly likely to develop situated identities for two reasons. New 
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environments or cultures can limit people’s supply of self-verifying feedback. In 
addition, people’s need to belong often becomes strongly activated in a new environment 
or culture. When needs for connectedness outweigh needs for coherence, situated 
identities which do not match initial identities are more likely to emerge. 
One of the most prominent strengths of identity negotiation theory is that it allows 
for both overall stability and change. Identity negotiation often results in a person 
receiving feedback which confirms his or her initial identity. However, five conditions 
increase the chance of long-term identity change (Swann & Bosson, in press). First, 
identity change may occur when an aspect of an identity being negotiated is uncertain or 
unimportant. A person may not see herself as particularly fond of art, and this trait may 
not matter much to her. She may then meet several friends who love visiting art 
museums. In order to fulfill her needs for connectedness, she may accompany them to 
museums and eventually find herself enjoying the art. The low certainty and low 
importance of her initial identity will make this change easier. Second, identity change 
may occur when interpersonal feedback or experiences do not support the existing 
identity. Despite people’s powerful abilities to pay attention to and remember self-
confirmatory feedback (Swann & Read, 1981), people notice when their environments 
fail to provide even a modicum of self-verifying feedback. If Mark sees himself as 
capable, then enters an environment where he does not speak the language, he will 
undoubtedly stop getting feedback that he is capable. Third, identity change will result 
especially when the feedback and experiences are difficult or impossible to dismiss. If 
Mark can dismiss the feedback relatively easily because he is on a three-day business 
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trip, his identity will not change. However, a longer stay may precipitate identity change. 
Fourth, identity change may occur when identity-inconsistent feedback or experiences 
still turn out to be highly desirable to the negotiator. If a shy man briefly behaves in a 
friendly manner, he may get non-self-verifying feedback that he is being gregarious and 
fun. He may also get the attention of several attractive women. Such desirable outcomes 
will likely lead to more lasting identity change. Fifth, identity change may occur when a 
current environment does not have the social networks and resources necessary to 
maintain a certain identity. If a young woman who views herself as a proud Texan spends 
several months in Japan, she may not have regular contact with people who reinforce her 
identity as a Texan. She may be surrounded by people who do not know where Texas is, 
are not familiar with what being Texan means, and do not understand her constant desire 
for great barbecue. Therefore, she may shift from the Texan identity purely because the 
foundation for that identity no longer exists. 
Intriguingly, all five of the conditions which promote identity change are present 
in varying degrees when people enter new cultures, or more specifically, when they study 
abroad. In addition, new environments carry new social norms and expectations that may 
bring about changes in identity (e. g., Markus & Kitayama, 1991). People also become 
more self-focused in new environments, (Swann & Bosson, in press), a process which 
over time can result in identity change. In fact, Anthis and LaVoie (2006) found that 
being ready to change was associated with identity development over time. Thus, 
attention to identity, and desire to change identity, can be an influential combination. 
Swann (1996), however, warned that for self-imposed identity change to be most 
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effective, people must abandon relationship partners and contexts which provide them 
with self-verifying feedback for the previous identity. Study abroad is a fertile ground for 
identity change precisely because contact with people and contexts that support the 
previous identity is substantially reduced. 
Limitations of Existing Research and Contributions of the Current Study 
A large limitation of the existing study-abroad literature, excluding studies of 
language acquisition, is that much of it relies on retrospective reports. Most study-abroad 
research (e.g., Drews et al., 1996; Carlson & Widaman, 1988; Orahood et al., 2004; 
Rohrlich & Martin, 1991) has asked students to reflect on their study-abroad experiences 
after they have returned to the country of origin. In fact, many studies collect data from 
students who returned from study abroad up to a year and half earlier. Another common 
approach has been to ask students to complete measures before study abroad begins, and 
after it ends, but not during the experience itself (e. g., McCabe, 1994; Anderson et al., 
2006; Kitsantas, 2004). In some cases, data were collected from students while they were 
abroad, but at only one time point (e. g., Searle & Ward, 1990; Kashima and Loh, 2006; 
Oguri & Gudykunst, 2002; Swagler & Jome, 2005), which precludes the investigation of 
change across time. The use of retrospective, non-longitudinal designs is understandable. 
Administering surveys across time in worldwide locations, and ensuring that participants 
complete all questionnaires, are challenging tasks. 
The current study sought to address these limitations by using a longitudinal 
design, and by asking students about study-abroad events and behaviors as they occur. In 
addition, the study was conducted online. The use of online questionnaires is expanding 
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and becoming a valuable research tool in psychology (Gosling, Vazire, Srivastava, & 
John, 2004). Two specific benefits for the current study are that online studies are the 
easiest way to get study-abroad participants all over the world to participate, and the 
convenience helps improve participants’ willingness to complete the questionnaires.  
Statement of Research Questions 
Because identity tends to be relatively stable, we assumed that if we were to 
observe identity change, it would be optimal to observe participants over a relatively long 
time, thus maximizing the chances that some event would occur that would promote 
identity change. For this reason, only participants who spent a full semester abroad were 
recruited.  
Research Question 1: Do students who study abroad experience change in identities, 
beliefs, and feelings? 
To address the first research question, identity change was operationalized as 
change on various psychological variables from (a) the first data collection point, before 
participants left the United States to (b) the fourth data collection point, when students 
had spent 12 weeks in the host country. I also included variables, such as identification 
with the host country, that were most appropriately measured after students were abroad,. 
For these variables, identity change was operationalized as change from (a) the second 
data collection point, when students had spent 2 weeks in the host country to (b) the 
fourth data collection point, when students had spent 12 weeks in the host country.  
Over time, students may experience change in satisfaction with life, self-esteem, 
worldliness, ethnocentrism, and identification with the host country or United States. It is 
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important to note that the degree of identity change may depend on various personal and 
situational characteristics which are discussed later. 
In addition to measuring change across time in specific domains, it was important 
to measure students’ perceptions of overall personal growth and personal change while 
abroad. Therefore, after students had been in the host country for 12 weeks, they also 
reported the level of personal growth and personal change they had experienced.  
To determine if identity change was a function of the study-abroad experience, it 
was necessary to use a control group at the home university. A valid argument is that 
students who study abroad tend to be relatively high functioning and prone to positive 
development regardless of where they are. Students who study abroad are also likely to 
be quite different from the general college population. To address this concern, students 
abroad in spring 2007 or fall 2007 were compared to students who had been accepted to 
study abroad in spring 2008 but had not yet left for the experience. These analyses should 
help determine if identity change is a function of the study-abroad experience itself, or if 
people who choose to study abroad simply have characteristics which facilitate identity 
change. Students in each group were compared on variables such as personal growth, 
personal change, life satisfaction, and worldliness. 
Research Question 2: Which personal variables predict change in identity, beliefs, and 
feelings during study abroad? 
 There is considerable evidence that various personal characteristics predict 
favorable outcomes during the study-abroad experience (Searle & Ward, 1990; Swagler 
& Jome, 2005). Thus, it makes sense that personal characteristics may make identity 
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change during study abroad more likely. Variables which may predict identity change 
during study abroad include personality traits (e.g., McCrae & Costa, 1986), such as 
extraversion, emotional stability, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness to 
experience. Low need for cognitive closure (Kashima & Loh, 2006), emotion regulation 
strategies (e.g., Gross & John, 2003), ethnocentrism (Neuliep, 2002) and self-esteem 
(e.g., Tafarodi & Swann, 2001) may also predict identity change abroad. Finally, 
competence in the language of the host country is a key component of intercultural 
communication competence (Chen & Starosta, 1996), and a strong predictor of 
intercultural adjustment (e.g., Ward & Kennedy, 1993). As such, language competence 
may influence participants’ degree of identity change abroad. 
Research Question 3: Which situational variables or behaviors correlate with change in 
identity, beliefs, and feelings during study abroad? 
 In addition to personal variables which may influence identity change, students 
abroad may engage in numerous situations, or enact certain behaviors, which increase or 
decrease the likelihood of identity change. For example, students may choose to study in 
an English-speaking country, or in a country where the language is not English. Some 
students may choose to speak in the host country language, talk to and make friends with 
host country members, attend cultural events, eat the host country food, and travel within 
the host country during their free time. Other students may choose to speak English 
whenever possible, talk only to other Americans in their study-abroad program, make 
friends with Americans, not attend cultural events, eat food from the United States, and 
travel outside the host country. The accumulation of these decisions and daily behaviors 
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over several weeks may predict identity change. Finally, the behaviors and situations 
choose while abroad may also lead to varying levels of self-verification in the host 
country. Therefore, existence of self-verification in the host country was included as a 
predictor of identity change. 
Research Question 4: Are students’ living arrangements abroad associated with change 
in identities, beliefs, and feelings?  
While abroad, students must choose where they will live. Students often spend 
considerable time interacting with their living partners, so living arrangements may be an 
important component for identity change. Several options for living arrangements may 
exist, but the most common options are to live with a host family, to live with other 
American students, or to live with a mix of people from various countries. Identity 
change may be especially likely to occur if students form close or important relationships 
with living partners from the host country. Opper et al. (1990), Searle and Ward (1990), 
and Rohrlich and Martin (1991) found that interaction with members of the host country 
led to positive outcomes, such as satisfaction and psychological adjustment. In addition to 
these outcomes, the formation of relationships with people from the host country may be 
a strong catalyst for identity change during study abroad.  
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Chapter 2: Method 
Participants 
Two groups of participants took part in the study. 600 University of Texas at 
Austin students studying abroad for a semester in spring 2007 or fall 2007 were invited to 
participate. These students completed various questionnaires before leaving the United 
States; they completed questionnaires again 2, 8, and 12 weeks after they had arrived in 
their study-abroad location. Students in this group voluntarily completed the 
questionnaires in exchange for a chance to win $500 and one of three iPod shuffles in a 
drawing.  
Due to the longitudinal nature of the study, the number of participants decreased 
with each phase. 190 students completed the questionnaires before leaving the United 
States, 123 students completed them after 2 weeks abroad, 120 students completed them 
after 8 weeks abroad, and 102 students completed them after 12 weeks abroad.  
Because only about 4% of University of Texas at Austin students study abroad 
each year, students who study abroad are a highly self-selected group. Therefore, 300 
students who had been accepted to study abroad in spring 2008 were invited to participate 
in fall 2007 while still at the University of Texas at Austin. One hundred five of these 
students completed a subset of the personality and behavior questionnaires at one time 
point. A longitudinal study of the control group was not possible because students found 
out about their acceptance to study abroad in spring 2008 relatively late in the fall 2007 
semester. Students in the control group voluntarily completed the questionnaires in 
exchange for a chance to win an iPod shuffle in a drawing. 
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There were three inclusion criteria for the study. First, students were required to 
be on semester-length programs only. Students in the second semester of a year abroad, 
for example, were not permitted to participate. Second, students were included only if 
they had arrived abroad within 20 days of the beginning of classes. Students filled out 
online surveys 2, 8, and 12 weeks after the start date of their classes abroad. Students 
who had arrived over 20 days before classes started made it difficult to make certain 
conclusions about the timing of identity change abroad. For example, a student who 
arrived abroad 40 days before classes started would have filled out the “2-week” survey 
after being abroad for 54 days, leading to ambiguity and lack of precision in the results. 
Third, students were included if they had relatively little or no previous experience living 
abroad, Students who indicated they had lived abroad previously for 0 to 6 years were 
included in the analyses.  
Once all inclusion criteria were met, the data set consisted of 132 students 
completing the questionnaires before leaving the United States (86 female, M = 21.96 
years, SD = 2.63), 87 students completing the questionnaires after 2 weeks abroad (56 
female, M = 21.92 years, SD = 2.43), 84 students completing the questionnaires after 8 
weeks abroad (56 female, M = 22.03 years, SD = 2.53), and 75 students completing the 
questionnaires after 12 weeks abroad (50 female, M = 21.80 years, SD = 2.39). 
Descriptive statistics about the countries where participants studied are presented in the 
Appendix.  
Excluded participants did not differ from the rest of the sample on any other 
variables of interest. Participants who completed all four phases of the survey were 
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significantly higher in conscientiousness than participants who completed only the first 
phase of the survey, t(126) = 2.51, p = .01. There were no differences between the groups 
on other variables of interest. 
Measures   
 All participants reported demographic information, such as gender, age, year in 
school, and major, in addition to the measures described below. The procedure subsection 
contains an explanation of when and how often students completed each measure over 
the course of the study. A correlation matrix of various measures administered in the 
study is presented in the Appendix. 
Personality. Personality was assessed using the Ten-Item Personality Inventory 
(TIPI; Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003), a brief measure of the Big Five domains of 
personality (McCrae, 2002). The TIPI is a 10-item scale which measures traits of 
emotional stability, agreeableness, openness to experience, conscientiousness, and 
extraversion (αs = .42.to .83; for more information about why low alpha reliability is not 
problematic on the TIPI, see Gosling et al., 2003; Kline, 2000; Wood & Hampson, 2005). 
Participants used a 7-point scale (1 = disagree strongly, 7 = agree strongly) to indicate if 
they possessed traits such as “extraverted, enthusiastic,” “critical, quarrelsome,” or 
“calm, emotionally stable.” Because it was expected that openness to experience could be 
a particularly important predictor of identity outcomes while abroad, participants also 
completed the 10 openness items (α = .73) from the Big Five Inventory (BFI; John & 
Srivastava, 1999). The additional openness items increase the power to find relationships 
between openness and various outcome variables. Participants used a 5-point scale (1 = 
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disagree strongly, 5 = agree strongly) to indicate to what extent they saw themselves as 
someone who “is original, comes up with new ideas,” “has an active imagination,” and 
“is inventive.” 
 Foreign language competence. Study-abroad participants who gave their consent 
allowed researchers to view their grades in all foreign language courses taken at the 
University of Texas at Austin. 
Need for closure. Need for closure was measured with Kashima & Loh’s (2006) 
scale (α = .88). Participants used a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = 
strongly agree) to respond to 9 items, including “When I am confused about an important 
issue, I feel very upset,” “I prefer to socialize with familiar friends because I know what 
to expect from them,” and “I enjoy having a clear and structured way of life.” 
Emotion regulation. Emotion regulation was measured with the Emotion 
Regulation Questionnaire (ERQ; Gross & John, 2003). The ERQ has two factors: 
reappraisal (α = .85) and suppression (α = .78). On a 7-point Likert scale, participants 
indicated their agreement (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) with items such as 
“When I want to feel more positive emotion, such as joy or amusement, I change what 
I’m thinking about,” “I keep my emotions to myself,” and “When I’m faced with a 
stressful situation, I make myself think about it in a way that helps me stay calm.”  
Person-culture fit. Person-culture fit was assessed using an adapted version of 
Cable & Judge’s (1996) perceived person-organization fit scale (α = .87). On a 5-point 
Likert scale (1 = not at all, 5 = completely), participants answered 3 items, including “To 
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what degree do you feel your values match or fit your host country?” and “Do you think 
the values and ‘personality’ of your host country reflect your values and personality?” 
Reasons for study abroad. Reasons for study abroad were measured using an 
open-ended question, “Why are you going abroad?” In addition, participants used a 7-
point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree) developed by the author to 
indicate if they were going abroad for different reasons, such as to have fun, to learn a 
new language, or to escape a negative situation at home.  
Satisfaction with life. The Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS; Diener, Emmons, 
Larsen, & Griffin, 1985) measured participants’ general impressions of life (α = .89). 
Participants used a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) to 
indicate their agreement with statements like “The conditions of my life are excellent,” “I 
am satisfied with my life,” and “If I could live my life over, I would change almost 
nothing.” 
Satisfaction with study-abroad experience. Participants reported how satisfied 
they were with their study-abroad experience (0 = not at all, 6 = extremely) during the 
past week (α = .91). At the final data collection point, participants also indicated how 
satisfied they were with the overall study-abroad experience (α = .83). 
Self-esteem. Tafarodi and Swann’s (2001) scale measured self-esteem. This 16-
item scale measures two dimensions of self-esteem – self-liking and self-competence – 
which are often confounded in older self-esteem measures (e.g., Rosenberg, 1989). Self-
liking (α = .90) refers to how much one likes oneself. Self-competence (α = .79) refers to 
how capable one believes one is. Participants used a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly 
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disagree, 5 = strongly agree) to report their agreement with statements such as “I am 
highly effective at the things I do,” “I am secure in my sense of self-worth,” and “I feel 
great about who I am.”  
Ethnocentrism. Attitudes about the United States and the host country were 
measured using the Revised Ethnocentrism Scale (Neuliep, 2002). Participants used a 5-
point Likert scale to indicate their agreement (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree) 
with 22 items (α = .87), including “Most other cultures are backward compared to my 
culture,” “My culture should be the role model for other cultures,” and “Lifestyles in 
other cultures are not as valid as those in my culture.”  
Identification with the host country and with the United States. Participants used a 
7-item Likert scale (0 = not at all, 6 = extremely) to indicate their identification with the 
host country. The four-item measure (α = .84) included statements such as “Over time, 
I’ve come to think of myself more as a member of my host country,” and “It’s important 
for me to think of myself as a member of my host country.” Participants also used a 7-
item Likert scale (0 = not at all, 6 = extremely) to indicate their identification with the 
United States. The three-item measure (α = .80) included statements such as “It’s 
important for me to think of myself as a person from the United States in my host 
country,” and “I feel complimented when people recognize me as a person from the 
United States.” Both scales were developed by the author and her adviser for the 
purposes of the current study.  
Self-verification in the host country. Participants used a 7-point Likert scale (0 = 
not at all, 6 = extremely) to indicate the existence and importance of self-verification in 
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the host country. The four items measuring the existence of self-verification in the host 
country (α = .92) included “People from my host country see me as I see myself,” and 
“People from my host country understand who I am.” The four items measuring the 
importance of self-verification in the host country (α = .92) included “It is important to 
me that people from my host country treat me in a way that makes me feel understood,” 
and “It is important to me that people from my host country see me as I see myself.” The 
scale was developed by the author and her adviser. 
Personal growth. Participants reported personal growth by using Ingraham and 
Peterson’s (2004) 9-item measure of personal growth (α = .92). Participants indicated on 
a 5-point Likert scale (1 = not at all, 5 = extremely) the extent of the growth they 
experienced while studying abroad. Items include “Study abroad has enhanced my 
independence,” “My study-abroad experience has increased my level of comfort with 
people different from myself,” and "My study-abroad experience has improved my 
problem-solving skills.”  
General personal change. A measure of personal change (α = .83), created by the 
author for the purposes of the current study, contained 5 items which participants 
answered on a 7-point Likert scale (0 = not at all, 6 = extremely). Sample items are 
“Studying abroad has changed who I am,” and “I am a different person now than I was 
when I left the United States.” 
Worldliness. The worldliness scale (α = .95), created by the author for the 
purposes of the current study, contained three items and measured how worldly students 
felt before and after the study-abroad experience. Participants responded on a 7-point 
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Likert scale (0 = not at all, 6 = extremely) to items such as “I see myself as worldly,” and 
“I have a good understanding of the world from personal experience.” 
Living arrangements and social behaviors while abroad. Participants described 
their living arrangements, such as in a dorm with other students from the United States, 
or with a family from the host country. They also specified their host country’s language 
and the language in which their courses were taught. Descriptive statistics on the number 
of students in English-speaking and non-English-speaking countries are presented in the 
Appendix. Descriptive statistics on the number of students living with host families or 
with other American students are also presented in the Appendix.  
Participants used a 7-point Likert scale (0 = not at all, 6 = extremely often) to 
answer 21 items about how often they engaged in certain types of behaviors. Participants 
reported how often they had conversations with people from the host country and with 
people from the United States, as well as how often they spoke in the language of the host 
country. Participants indicated how much time they spent on the phone or e-mailing 
friends and family back in the United States. Participants reported the number of 
friendships with people from the host country and the United States. Participants also 
indicated how often they ate the traditional food of their host country, and how often they 
ate at chain restaurants from the United States, such as McDonald’s. Participants reported 
how often they attended cultural events, such as visiting museums, going to local parades, 
or going to festivities celebrating a holiday in the host country. Finally, participants 
indicated how often they traveled inside and outside the host country.  
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Scale Construction 
 Identification with the host country and identification with the United States. The 
author and her adviser generated 10 items meant to capture the concepts of identification 
with the host country, and identification with the United States, while abroad. 162 
students completed the 10 items while abroad. A principal-axis factor analysis with 
oblique rotation on all 10 items indicated three factors, which had intercorrelations of -
.25 and .22. Because of the low correlation between factors, the principal-axis factor 
analysis was repeated with orthogonal (varimax) rotation on all 10 items. The analysis 
extracted three factors, whose respective eigenvalues were 3.37, 2.24, and 1.01. After 
rotation, the eigenvalues accounted for 24.38%, 20.37%, and 7.80% of the total variance, 
respectively.  
Several pieces of information suggested that a two-factor solution and seven-item 
scale may be more meaningful. The third factor had a relatively low eigenvalue, and the 
scree plot showed that the slope of eigenvalues was most pronounced only for the first 
two factors. Communalities for three items were low, indicating the items did not load 
highly onto any factor. In the rotated factor matrix, these three items also loaded 
simultaneously on more than one factor. 
Once the three items were removed, a principal-axis factor analysis was repeated 
with orthogonal (varimax) rotation on seven items. The analysis extracted two factors —a 
4-item “identification with the host country” factor (α = .84) and a 3-item “identification 
with the United States” factor (α = .80). Their eigenvalues were 3.01 and 1.90. After 
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rotation, the factors accounted for 32.98% and 25.78% of the total variance, respectively. 
Table 2.1 presents each item’s loading on each factor.  
Table 2.1: Factor Loadings of Each Identification Scale Item 




   
Over time, I’ve come to think of myself more as a member of my host country. . 62 .04 
It’s important for me to blend in with members of my host country, not stand out as a 





It’s important for me to think of myself as a member of my host country. .88 -.02 
I feel complimented when people mistake me for a member of my host country. .70 -.22 
It’s important for me to stand out as a person from the United States in my host country.  -.15 .77 
I feel complimented when people recognize me as a person from the United States. -.04 .76 
It’s important for me to think of myself as a person from the United States in my host 
   country. 
-.07 .73 
   
Note. These factor loadings are based on a principal-axis factor analysis.  
Factor 1 = Identification with the host country. Factor 2 = Identification with the United States.  
 
Self-verification abroad. The author and her adviser created eight items to capture 
the existence and importance of self-verification abroad. 162 students completed the 
items while abroad. A principal-axis factor analysis with oblique rotation on all 8 items 
indicated two factors, which were correlated at .46. Because of the moderate correlation 
between factors, oblique rotation was considered a more suitable choice than orthogonal 
rotation. The eigenvalues of the two factors were 4.69 and 1.81, and they accounted for 
55.67% and 19.44% of the variance, respectively. The first factor, “existence of self-
verification,” contained four items (α = .91). The second factor, “importance of self-
verification,” contained four items (α = .93). Table 2.2 presents each item’s loading on 
each factor.  
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Table 2.2: Factor Loadings of Each Self-Verification Scale Item 




   
People from my host country treat me in a way that makes me feel understood. .85 .03 
People from my host country make me feel that I can be myself. .80 -.08 
People from my host country understand who I am. .87 .09 
People from my host country see me as I see myself. .88 .02 
It is important that people from my host country treat me in a way that makes me feel 
   understood. 
.08 .82 
It is important to me that people from my host country make me feel that I can be myself. .02 .81 
It is important to me that people from my host country understand who I am. -.02 .93 
It is important that people from my host country see me as I see myself. -.06 .92 
   
Note. These factor loadings are based on a principal-axis factor analysis.  
Factor 1 =Existence of self-verification in the host country. Factor 2 = Importance of self-verification in the host 
country. 
 
 Social behaviors while abroad. Factor analyses conducted on the behavioral 
variables indicated no overarching factor structure. A principal-axis factor analysis with 
orthogonal (varimax) rotation was performed on 13 behavior items. After rotation, a four 
factor solution accounted for just 57.17% of the variance. Certain items loaded on more 
than one factor at the same time. Communalities for three items were low, indicating the 
items did not load highly onto any factor. Most important, the set of behaviors in each 
factor did not readily lend itself to interpretation. Therefore, individual behavior items 
rather than multiple-item scales were used in most analyses.  
Procedure  
Measures were given four time points. At time 1, study-abroad students had not 
yet left the United States. Study-abroad students were in the host country for 2 weeks at 
time 2, for 8 weeks at time 3, and for 12 weeks at time 4. Information about when and 
how often each measure was administered is in the Appendix. 
Questionnaires were pre-tested for length and time required before they were sent 
to participants. Each survey for the study-abroad group took 10 to 25 minutes to 
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complete; the surveys at times 1 and 4 were the longest, and the survey at time 3 was the 
shortest. Control-group participants completed their measures approximately 12 weeks 
after the beginning of the fall 2007 semester. The control group’s survey took 15 to 20 
minutes to complete.  
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Chapter 3: Results 
Given the exploratory nature of this investigation, a large number of analyses was 
carried out. Two goals were kept in mind during experimental analyses. To balance 
between power and the risk of Type I error, I set a p level of .05 for each analysis. Due to 
the large number of analyses, it is possible that some findings are the result of Type I 
error and should thus be replicated before firm conclusions can be drawn.  
 Research Question 1: Do students who study abroad experience change in 
identities, beliefs, and feelings? 
Before presenting the results, it is important to properly classify the variables of 
interest. In the current study, self-liking, self-competence, and worldliness were 
considered identities because these variables are clearly beliefs about the self. 
Ethnocentrism, personal growth, and personal change were considered beliefs (or meta-
identities) because these variables are views that people have about self-views (i.e., 
personal growth and personal change represent people’s beliefs about whether they have 
grown or changed and ethnocentrism is a belief about how people view themselves in 
relation to others). Life satisfaction was considered a feeling because it represents 
people’s overall level of pleasure or displeasure with life.  
 Paired-samples t-tests were performed to examine change on variables measured 
at two different data points. Satisfaction with life, worldliness, self-esteem, and 
ethnocentrism were assessed before students left the United States, and again after 
students had been abroad for 12 weeks. As shown in Figure 3.1, students were 
significantly higher in life satisfaction 12 weeks into the study-abroad experience (M = 
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27.89, SD = 5.34) than they were before leaving the United States (M = 25.65, SD = 
6.05), t(70) = 3.94, p < .001. As shown in Figure 3.2, students were also significantly 
higher in worldliness after 12 weeks abroad (M = 3.73, SD = 1.34) than they were before 
leaving the United States (M = 3.21, SD = 1.49), t(67) = 3.29, p = .002.  
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Self-esteem is divided into components of self-liking and self-competence. As 
shown in Figure 3.3, students were marginally higher in self-liking 12 weeks into the 
study-abroad experience (M = 3.75, SD = 0.79) than they were before leaving the United 
States (M = 3.64, SD = 0.84), t(64) = 1.90, p = .06. Students did not change in self-
competence across time, t(63) = 1.28, p = .21. 
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 Identification with the host country and identification with the United States were 
assessed when students had been abroad for 2 weeks, and again when they had been 
abroad for 12 weeks. Across time, students did not show significant changes in 
identification with the host country (t(60) = .82, p = .41) or identification with the United 
States (t(61) = .78, p = .44).  
Results for ethnocentrism were more nuanced. Overall, ethnocentrism increased 
across time; paired-sample t-tests showed that students reported higher ethnocentrism 
scores after 12 weeks abroad (M = 27.33, SD = 7.80) than before leaving the United 
States (M = 25.97, SD = 6.85), t(62) = 2.29, p = .03. These findings were contrary to 
predictions. The findings were also unlike other research, which has found that students 
abroad tend to increase in levels of cross-cultural sensitivity (Anderson et al., 2006) and 
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develop a more objective perception of the United States in relation to other cultures 
(Carlson & Widaman, 1988). These unexpected findings indicated that other variables 
may possibly influence students’ levels of ethnocentrism after 12 weeks abroad.  
To investigate other variables, independent-samples t-tests were first performed. 
Students in English-speaking countries (M = 27.08, SD = 8.37) and students in non-
English-speaking countries (M = 25.08, SD = 6.94)  did not differ on ethnocentrism 
scores before leaving the United States (t(116) = 1.24, p = .22). Students in English-
speaking countries (M = 29.71, SD = 8.40) and students in non-English-speaking 
countries (M = 26.61, SD = 7.45) also did not differ on ethnocentrism after spending 12 
weeks abroad, t(63) = 1.34, p = .18. The only difference that emerged was that students 
who were not yet abroad (M = 24.65, SD = 7.90)  were significantly lower in 
ethnocentrism than students abroad in English-speaking countries (M = 29.71, SD = 
8.40), t(96) = 2.20, p = .03.  
A series of one-way ANOVAs indicated that students going to different countries 
did not differ in ethnocentrism levels before they left the United States, F(1, 96) = 1.06, p 
= .40. However, students going to different countries differed marginally on 
ethnocentrism after 12 weeks in the host country, F(1, 45) = 1.66, p = .07. A table of 
post-hoc tests for countries with four or more participants who completed the survey after 
12 weeks abroad is presented in the Appendix. These tests should be interpreted 
extremely cautiously because they are based on a small number of participants.  
Second, a set of hierarchical linear regression analyses was carried out. Closer 
examination of the data revealed a more complicated picture, such that living 
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arrangements interacted marginally with the amount of self-verification participants 
received in the host culture to predict level of ethnocentrism, R2∆F(1, 26) = 3.26, p = .08. 
As shown in Figure 3.4, the ethnocentrism of participants living with host families 
decreased as the level of self-verification they received increased. For participants living 
with Americans, ethnocentrism increased as self-verification increased, then leveled off 
at moderate levels of self-verification. This interaction should be interpreted with caution 
because it was marginally significant and did not emerge for satisfaction with life, 
worldliness, or self-liking. Students who received the most verification from their host 
families also did not change in ethnocentrism across time, t(4) = -.06, p = .95, but the 
small sample size prevents meaningful interpretation of this finding. 
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Living with a host family
 
Measures of overall personal growth and change were administered when students 
had been abroad for 12 weeks. Personal growth and personal change seemed to be fairly 
widespread and pronounced. The mean personal growth score was 3.97 (SD = 0.74) on a 
5-point scale, and the mean personal change score was 3.88 (SD = 1.09) on a 6-point 
scale. Histograms for the personal growth and personal change variables are presented in 
the Appendix.  
After students in the study-abroad group had been abroad for 12 weeks, they were 
compared to students who were planning to study abroad the following semester but who 
had spent the current semester at the University of Texas at Austin. Independent-samples 
t-tests were conducted to compare the abroad group with the control group. After 12 
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weeks, students abroad had higher satisfaction with life (t(159) = 3.06, p = .003), self-
competence (t(153) = 2.93, p = .004), personal change (t(156) = 2.48, p = .01), and 
marginally higher personal growth (t(153) = 1.68, p = .09). No group differences 
emerged for self-liking or worldliness, ps > .17. Details are presented in Table 3.1.  
 
Table 3.1: Mean Scores as a Function of Study-Abroad Status 
 
      
 Abroad  Not Yet Abroad 
Measure M SD  M SD 
      
      
Satisfaction with life 28.01** 5.33  25.22 6.11 
Self-liking 3.77 .78  3.76 .83 
Self-competence 3.69** .58  3.42 .58 
Personal growth 3.97† .74  3.74 .93 
Personal change 3.88* 1.09  3.39 1.37 
Worldliness 3.73 1.32  3.45 1.29 
      
Note. Means marked with an asterisk in the “Abroad” group are significantly different from means in the  
same row for the “Not Yet Abroad” group. 
†p < .09. *p < .05. **p < .01.  
 
 Some inconsistency exists when comparing the longitudinal data to the 
comparisons with the control group. Students abroad, for example, increased across time 
in worldliness and self-liking. However, the abroad group was not significantly different 
from the control group in worldliness or self-liking. Moreover, students abroad did not 
increase in self-competence across time, but the abroad group was significantly higher in 
self-competence than the control group. Nothing in the data can readily explain these 
inconsistencies. 
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Research Question 2: Which personal characteristics predict change in identity, beliefs, 
and feelings during study abroad? 
 Students completed all measures of personal characteristics before leaving the 
United States. After spending 12 weeks abroad, they completed measures of personal 
growth, personal change, identification with the host country, and identification with the 
United States. Linear regression analyses were carried out to determine if personal 
characteristics predicted change abroad.  
As shown in Table 3.2, extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, openness 
to experience, the reappraisal facet of emotion regulation, and self-competence all 
positively predicted personal growth abroad, ps < .05. Self-liking marginally and 
positively predicted personal growth abroad, p < .06. The suppression facet of emotion 
regulation, as well as ethnocentrism, negatively predicted personal growth, ps < .05. 
Emotional stability and need for cognitive closure did not predict personal growth, ps > 
.32.
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Table 3.2: Summary of Regression Analyses for Personal Characteristics Predicting 
Personal Growth during Study Abroad 
     
Variable df B SE B   Β 
     
Extraversion 69 .13 .06 .27* 
Agreeableness 68 .18 .08 .28* 
Conscientiousness 67 .21 .10 .25* 
Emotional stability 69 .06 .07 .11 
Openness to experience 67 .41 .18 .28* 
Need for cognitive closure 67 -.11 .11 -.12 
Emotion regulation - reappraisal 66 .24 .10 .29* 
Emotion regulation - suppression 66 -.16 .07 -.26* 
Ethnocentrism 65 -.04 .01 -.38** 
Self-competence 65 .45 .14 .37** 
Self-liking 65 .22 .11 .24† 
     
†p < .06. *p < .05. **p < .01. 
 
 As shown in Table 3.3, agreeableness and openness to experience positively 
predicted personal change, ps < .001. Extraversion and self-competence marginally and 
positively predicted personal change, ps < .08. Ethnocentrism negatively predicted 
personal change, p < .01. Conscientiousness, emotional stability, need for cognitive 
closure, both facets of emotion regulation, and self-liking did not predict personal 
change, ps > .14. 
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Table 3.3: Summary of Regression Analyses for Personal Characteristics Predicting 
Personal Change during Study Abroad 
     
Variable df B SE B    Β 
     
Extraversion 71 .15 .08 .21† 
Agreeableness 70 .40 .11 .40*** 
Conscientiousness 69 .21 .15 .17 
Emotional stability 71 -.03 .10 -.04 
Openness to experience 69 .95 .24 .43*** 
Need for cognitive closure 69 .01 .17 .004 
Emotion regulation - reappraisal 68 .17 .15 .15 
Emotion regulation - suppression 68 -.17 .11 -.18 
Ethnocentrism 67 -.06 .02 -.37** 
Self-competence 67 .40 .21 .23† 
Self-liking 67 .06 .17 .04 
     
†p < .08. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
 
 As shown in Table 3.4, agreeableness and self-competence positively predicted 
identification with the host country after 12 weeks abroad, ps < .05. Openness to 
experience marginally and positively predicted identification with the host country, p = 
.05. Extraversion, conscientiousness, emotional stability, need for cognitive closure, the 
two facets of emotion regulation, ethnocentrism, and self-liking did not predict 
identification with the host country, ps > .12. No personal variables predicted 
identification with the United States after 12 weeks abroad, ps > .19. In addition, 
identification with the host country was correlated with personal growth (r(70) = .26, p = 
.03) and marginally correlated with personal change (r(70) = .23, p = .06). Thus, anything 
correlated with identification with the host country was positively associated with some 
personal growth and change as well.  
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Table 3.4: Summary of Regression Analyses for Personal Characteristics Predicting 
Identification with the Host Country after 12 Weeks Abroad 
     
Variable df B SE B    Β 
     
Extraversion 68 .08 .12 .08 
Agreeableness 68 .32 .16 .24* 
Conscientiousness 66 .32 .20 .19 
Emotional stability 68 -.14 .14 -.12 
Openness to experience 66 .71 .36 .24† 
Need for cognitive closure 66 .01 .24 .003 
Emotion regulation - reappraisal 65 .15 .21 .09 
Emotion regulation - suppression 65 -.11 .16 -.09 
Ethnocentrism 64 -.04 .03 -.18 
Self-competence 64 .76 .30 .31* 
Self-liking 64 .16 .23 .09 
     
†p < .06. *p < .05. 
 
 The last personal variable, language competence, did not predict personal growth, 
personal change, identification with the host country, or identification with the United 
States after 12 weeks abroad, ps > .13. However, language competence was correlated 
with various behaviors after 12 weeks abroad: talking in the language of the host country 
(r(29) = .37, p = .05), having friends from the host country, (r(30) = .47, p = .008), and 
having friends from the United States, (r(30) = -.45, p = .01). Two possible explanations 
may account for the lack of association between identity change and language 
competence. First, a relatively low number of participants allowed access to language 
grades. Second, a restriction of range in grades was evident. The average language class 
grade-point-average (GPA) of the students in the sample was 3.63; only one student 
reported a language GPA under 3.00. 
 The final step was to examine if any personal characteristics predicted the 
significant changes across time observed for worldliness and satisfaction with life. 
Therefore, hierarchical linear regression analyses were performed. As shown in Table 
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3.5, need for cognitive closure negatively predicted satisfaction with life after 12 weeks 
abroad, even while controlling for life satisfaction levels before leaving the United States 
(p = .04).  
 
Table 3.5: Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting 
Satisfaction with Life after 12 Weeks Abroad (N = 69) 
    
Variable B SE B β 
    
Step 1    
Satisfaction with life before 







    
Step 2    
Satisfaction with life before 







Need for cognitive closure -1.32 .64 -.19* 
    
Note: R2 = .42 for Step 1; ∆ R2 = .04 for Step 2 (ps < .05).  
*p < .05. ***p < .001.  
 
Extraversion, agreeableness, openness to experience, and ethnocentrism each predicted 
worldliness after 12 weeks abroad, even while controlling for levels of worldliness before 
leaving the United States (ps < .05). The reappraisal facet of emotion regulation 
marginally predicted worldliness after 12 weeks abroad, even while controlling for levels 
of worldliness before leaving the United States (p < .06). These results are presented in 
Table 3.6.1  
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Table 3.6: Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting 
Worldliness after 12 Weeks Abroad (N = 66) 
    
Variable B SE B β 
    
Step 1    
Worldliness before leaving the United States .53 .09 .58*** 
    
Step 2    
Worldliness before leaving the United States .44 .09 .48*** 
Extraversion .27 .09 .32** 
    
Step 1    
Worldliness before leaving the United States .56 .09 .60*** 
    
Step 2    
Worldliness before leaving the United States .57 .09 .62*** 
Agreeableness .27 .12 .22* 
    
Step 1    
Worldliness before leaving the United States .52 .09 .57*** 
    
Step 2     
Worldliness before leaving the United States .45 .09 .50*** 
Openness to experience .76 .27 .28** 
    
Step 1    
Worldliness before leaving the United States .52 .09 .58*** 
    
Step 2    
Worldliness before leaving the United States .52 .09 .58*** 
Emotion regulation – reappraisal .29 .15 .19† 
    
Step 1    
Worldliness before leaving the United States .52 .09 .57*** 
    
Step 2    
Worldliness before leaving the United States .56 .09 .61*** 
Ethnocentrism -.06 .02 -.28** 
Note: For the extraversion regression, R2 = .34 for Step 1; ∆ R2 = .09 for Step 2 (ps < .01).  
For the agreeableness regression, R2 = .36 for Step 1; ∆ R2 = .05 for Step 2 (ps < .05).  
For the openness to experience regression, R2 = .33 for Step 1; ∆ R2 = .08 for Step 2 (ps < .01). 
For the emotion regulation - reappraisal regression, R2 = .33 for Step 1; ∆ R2 = .04 for Step 2 (ps < .06). 
For the ethnocentrism regression, R2 = .33 for Step 1; ∆ R2 = .08 for Step 2 (ps < .01). 
†p < .06. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .00. 
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Research Question 3: Which situational variables or behaviors correlate with change in 
identity, beliefs, and feelings during study abroad? 
 Country choice and language of courses abroad. Bivariate correlation analyses 
were performed for all findings in this section. Simply living in a country where the 
language was not English was marginally correlated with identification with the host 
country after 2 weeks abroad (r(60) = .25, p = .06) and after 12 weeks abroad (r(59) = 
.24, p = .07). Taking courses in the language of the host country, instead of in English, 
was positively correlated with identification with the host country after 2 weeks abroad 
(r(45) = .45, p = .002) and after 12 weeks abroad (r(43) = .40, p = .008); moreover, 
taking courses in the language of the host country was negatively correlated with 
identification with the United States after 2 weeks abroad (r(46) = -.40, p = .006) and 
after 12 weeks abroad (r(43) = -.33, p = .03). Living in a host country where the language 
was not English was not associated with personal growth (r(59) = -.19, p = .15) or 
personal change (r(60) = .13, p = .32). Likewise, taking courses in the language of the 
host country was not associated with personal growth (r(43) = .09, p = .55) or personal 
change (r(44) = .07, p = .65). 
 Behaviors after 2 weeks abroad. Table 3.7 presents correlations between 
behaviors after 2 weeks abroad and concurrent identification with the host country. Table 
3.8 presents correlations between behaviors after 2 weeks abroad and concurrent 
identification with the United States.  
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Table 3.7: Correlations between Behaviors after 2 Weeks Abroad and Concurrent 
Identification with the Host Country 
   
Behavior    N  r 
   
Conversations with people from   
   the host country 80   .25* 
   Texas 78  -.28* 
   other parts of the United States 79 -.08 
   other countries 80 -.17 
Talking in the language of the host country 63    .22† 
Having friends from   
   the host country 80    .32** 
   the United States 80 .06 
   other countries 80 -.09 
Eating food from   
   the host country 79    .33** 
   the United States 79 -.26* 
Attending cultural events 79       .24* 
Traveling   
   within the host country 79 -.01 
   to other countries 79  -.23* 
   
†p < .08. *p < .05. **p < .01. 
 
 
Table 3.8 : Correlations between Behaviors after 2 Weeks Abroad and Concurrent 
Identification with the United States 
   
Behavior    N  r 
   
Conversations with people from   
   the host country 81 .01 
   Texas 79 .07 
   other parts of the United States 80 -.05 
   other countries 81 -.13 
Talking in the language of the host country 64 -.28* 
Having friends from   
   the host country 81 -.08 
   the United States 81 .02 
   other countries 81 .0001 
Eating food from   
   the host country 80 -.23* 
   the United States 80 .29** 
Attending cultural events 80 .07 
Traveling   
   within the host country 80 .22† 
   to other countries 80 -.02 
   
†p = .05. *p < .05. **p < .01. 
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Behaviors after 12 weeks abroad. Table 3.9 presents correlations between 
behaviors after 12 weeks abroad and concurrent identification with the host country. 
Table 3.10 presents correlations between behaviors after 12 weeks abroad and concurrent 
identification with the United States. Personal growth was correlated only with traveling 
within the host country, r(70) = .27, p = .02. Personal change was not correlated with any 
behaviors after 12 weeks abroad, ps > .11.  
 
Table 3.9: Correlations between Behaviors after 12 Weeks Abroad and Concurrent 
Identification with the Host Country 
   
Behavior    N  R 
   
Conversations with people from   
   the host country 70 .25* 
   Texas 70 -.25* 
   other parts of the United States 70 -.004 
   other countries 70 -.04 
Talking in the language of the host country 51 .26† 
Having friends from   
   the host country 70 .08 
   the United States 70 .21 
   other countries 70 -.19 
Eating food from   
   the host country 70 .33** 
   the United States 70 -.44*** 
Attending cultural events 70 .26* 
Traveling   
   within the host country 70 .01 
   to other countries 70 -.12 
   
†p < .07. *p < .05. **p < .01. **p < .001. 
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Table 3.10: Correlations between Behaviors after 12 Weeks Abroad and Concurrent 
Identification with the United States 
   
Behavior    N  r 
   
Conversations with people from   
   the host country 70 -.20† 
   Texas 70 .22† 
   other parts of the United States 70 -.04 
   other countries 70 .07 
Talking in the language of the host country 51 -.15 
Having friends from   
   the host country 70 -.05 
   the United States 70 -.01 
   other countries 70 .13 
Eating food from   
   the host country 70 -.12 
   the United States 70 .27* 
Attending cultural events 70 -.12 
Traveling   
   within the host country 70 .13 
   to other countries 70 .23† 
   
†p < .10. *p < .05.  
 
Average behavior across 12 weeks. To get an idea of how students’ overall 
behaviors across the semester affected their identification with the United States after 12 
weeks abroad, each students’ set of three scores was averaged across time for each 
behavior. This way, it was possible to see how students average behavior—after 2, 8, and 
12 weeks abroad—correlated with identification after 12 weeks abroad. Another benefit 
is that averages across time tend to be more stable and informative than single behaviors. 
Table 3.11 presents the correlations between averaged behaviors and identification with 
the host country after 12 weeks abroad; Table 3.12 presents the correlations between 
averaged behaviors and identification with the United States after 12 weeks abroad. 
Personal growth was correlated with traveling within the host country (r(58) = .32, p = 
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.02) and marginally correlated with going to cultural events (r(58) = .26, p = .05). Again, 
personal change was not correlated with any averaged behaviors, ps > .14.  
 
Table 3.11: Correlations between Behaviors in the Host Country Averaged across Time 
and Identification with the Host Country after 12 Weeks Abroad 
   
Behavior    N  R 
   
Conversations with people from   
   the host country 57 .34** 
   Texas 56 -.23† 
   other parts of the United States 56 -.05 
   other countries 58 -.01 
Talking in the language of the host country 42 .36* 
Having friends from   
   the host country 58 .16 
   the United States 58 .17 
   other countries 57 -.10 
Eating food from   
   the host country 58 .26† 
   the United States 58 -.51*** 
Attending cultural events 58 .33* 
Traveling   
   within the host country 58 .05 
   to other countries 58 -.21 
   
†p < .09. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
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Table 3.12: Correlations between Behaviors in the Host Country Averaged across Time 
and Identification with the United States after 12 Weeks Abroad 
   
Behavior    N  R 
   
Conversations with people from   
   the host country 57 -.24† 
   Texas 56 .16 
   other parts of the United States 56 -.16 
   other countries 58 .03 
Talking in the language of the host country 42 -.38* 
Having friends from   
   the host country 58 -.12 
   the United States 58 -.06 
   other countries 57 .10 
Eating food from   
   the host country 58 -.18 
   the United States 58 .24† 
Attending cultural events 58 -.06 
Traveling   
   within the host country 58 .17 
   to other countries 58 .31* 
   
†p < .08. *p < .05. 
 
Predictors of increases in satisfaction with life and worldliness. When controlling 
for satisfaction with life before leaving the United States, life satisfaction after 12 weeks 
abroad was not predicted by concurrent behaviors, nor by average levels of behaviors 
across the semester, ps > .10. After 12 weeks abroad, going to cultural events (β = .20, 
t(66) = 2.06, p = .04) and traveling in the host country (β = .26, t(66) = 2.71, p = .009) 
predicted levels of concurrent worldliness, after controlling for levels of worldliness 
before leaving the United States. The average level of attendance at cultural events across 
the semester also predicted worldliness after 12 weeks abroad, β = .24, t(54) = 2.27, p = 
.03. 
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Research Question 4: Are students’ living arrangements abroad associated with change 
in identities, beliefs, and feelings?  
 Students’ living arrangements can be categorized and grouped in a number of 
ways. Previous research (e.g., Stephenson, 1999; Dwyer 2004) has outlined various 
benefits and experiences students gain by living with a host family. Therefore, analyses 
about living arrangements were performed two ways. First, students living with host 
families were compared with students living with other Americans. Second, for a more 
conservative test, students living with host families were compared with students not 
living with host families. The second test is more conservative because it compares 
students living with host families to those in virtually any other housing situation, 
whether it be living with students from many countries, living with Americans, or even 
living with students from the host country. Independent-samples t-tests were carried out 
to look for group differences. 
 Identity change after 2 weeks abroad. Students living with host families (M = 
3.81, SD = 1.20) had higher identification with the host country after 2 weeks abroad than 
students living with Americans, (M = 2.62, SD = 1.51), t(32) = 2.56, p = .02. Students in 
these groups did not differ on identification with the United States, t(32) = .16, p = .87. 
Furthermore, students living with host families (M = 3.81, SD = 1.20) had higher 
identification with the host country after 2 weeks abroad than students in all other living 
arrangements (M = 2.82, SD = 1.55), t(75) = 2.65, p = .01. Again, these groups did not 
differ on levels of identification with the United States, t(76) = .67, p = .51. 
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 Identity change after 12 weeks abroad. Students living with host families (M = 
3.87, SD = 1.19) had higher identification with the host country after 12 weeks abroad 
than students living with Americans (M = 2.54, SD = 1.78), t(29) = 2.49, p = .02. No 
group differences were found for identification with the United States, t(29) = 1.11, p = 
.28. Students living with host families (M = 3.87, SD = 1.19) had higher identification 
with the host country after 12 weeks abroad than students in other living arrangements (M 
= 3.05, SD = 1.54), t(61) = 2.06, p = .04. No group differences were found for 
identification with the United States, t(61) = 1.29, p = .20. 
Students living with host families were not different than students living with 
Americans on personal growth (t(29) = .16, p = .87) or personal change (t(30) = .08, p = 
.94). Likewise, students living with host families were not different than students in other 
living arrangements on personal growth (t(61) = .08, p = .93) or personal change (t(62) = 
.65, p = .52). 
 Incidentally, students living with host families (M = 29.35, SD = 4.92) were 
significantly higher in satisfaction with life after 12 weeks abroad than students living 
with Americans (M = 25.00, SD = 7.36), t(30) = 2.01, p = .05. This difference appears to 
be the result of living with host families versus with Americans; a linear regression 
showed that living with a host family (versus with Americans) was a marginally 
significant predictor of satisfaction with life after 12 weeks abroad, even after controlling 
for satisfaction with life before leaving the United States, (β = .24, t(29) = 1.92, p = .07). 
Students living with host families did not have higher life satisfaction after 12 weeks 
abroad when compared to students in all other living arrangements, t(62) = 1.14, p = .26. 
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 No differences were found between students living with host families and those 
living with Americans on the following measures taken after 12 weeks abroad: overall 
satisfaction abroad, satisfaction during the past week, worldliness, ethnocentrism, self-
liking, or self-competence, ps > .12. The same pattern was true when students living with 
host families were compared with those in all other living arrangements, ps > .17. 
 Predictors of increases in satisfaction with life and worldliness. Because results 
from research question 1 showed overall gains in satisfaction with life and worldliness 
across time, living arrangements were investigated as predictors of these gains. As noted 
above, results of a hierarchical linear regression showed that living arrangements 
marginally predicted satisfaction with life after 12 weeks abroad, even after controlling 
for original levels of satisfaction with life. This finding occurred only when comparing 
students living with host families to those living with Americans (β = .24, t(29) = 1.92, p 
= .07). When controlling for worldliness levels before leaving the United States, living 
arrangements did not predict worldliness levels after 12 weeks abroad, ps > .36. 
 Living arrangements and behavior. Results from research question 3 indicated 
that certain behaviors were associated with identity change; therefore, it was also 
appropriate to determine if students in different living arrangements exhibited different 
levels of behaviors associated with identity change. After 2 weeks abroad, students living 
with host families (M = 5.50, SD = 1.06) ate food from the host country more often than 
students living with other Americans (M = 4.46, SD = 1.81), t(33) = 2.15, p = .04. 
Students living with host families (M = .23, SD = .53) also ate less food from the United 
States than did students living with other Americans (M = .77, SD = .83), t(33) = 2.36, p 
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= .02. The same patterns were found when comparing students who lived with host 
families to students in other living arrangements.  
After 12 weeks abroad, students who lived with host families (M = 1.95, SD = 
2.07) had fewer conversations with people from Texas than did students living with 
Americans (M = 3.96, SD = 2.39), t(29) = 2.49, p = .02. Students with host families (M = 
4.68, SD = 1.34) also had more conversations with people from the host country than did 
students living with Americans (M = 3.50, SD = 1.78), t(29) = 2.11, p = .04. Students in 
host families (M = 3.00, SD = .75) spoke more in the language of the host country than 
students living with Americans (M = 2.13, SD = .99), t(25) = 2.53, p = .02. As far as 
eating habits were concerned, students in host families (M = 5.63, SD = .60) ate 
marginally more food from the host country than did students living with Americans (M 
= 4.92, SD = 1.51), t(29) = 1.87, p = .07. Students with host families (M = .37, SD = .68) 
also ate less food from the United States than did students living with Americans (M = 
1.33, SD = 1.23), t(29) = 2.81, p = .009. The same pattern was true when comparing 
students living with host families to those in other living arrangements, with the 
exception that the groups did not differ in conversations with people from Texas (t(61) = 
1.10, p = .28), and there were only marginal differences between the groups on 
conversations with people from the host country (t(61) = 1.70, p = .09) and talking in the 
language of the host country (t(45) = 1.81, p = .08).  
Using behaviors averaged across the semester abroad, students with host families 
(M = 3.16, SD = .86) spoke more in the language of the host country than students living 
with Americans (M = 2.04, SD = .92), t(21) = 2.89, p = .009. Students with host families 
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(M = .24, SD = .37) also ate less food from the United States than did students living with 
Americans (M = .94, SD = .87), t(24) = 2.80, p = .01. The same findings emerged when 
comparing students with host families to those in other living arrangements, except that 
students in host families (M = 5.67, SD = .44) also ate more food from the host country 
than students in other living arrangements (M = 4.30, SD = 1.32), t(53) = 3.90, p < .001.  
 Findings that were not directly related to the central research questions are 
presented in the Appendix.  




1All regression analyses were checked to make sure they met the assumptions 
required for an ordinary least squares regression. A violation of normality in the residuals 
was suggested by significant Shapiro-Wilk values on the following analyses: regressing 
personal growth separately onto openness, extraversion, emotion regulation, 
ethnocentrism, need for cognitive closure, self-liking, self-competence, and 
agreeableness; and regressing satisfaction with life after 12 weeks abroad simultaneously 
onto satisfaction with life before leaving the United States and need for cognitive closure. 
However, further examination indicated that all P-P plots of the residuals were normal. 
Furthermore, the values for skew and kurtosis were under 3 in all cases. Thus, the 
majority of measures of normality showed that residuals met the criteria for normality. It 
will be prudent, however, to conduct future studies to confirm that results are not 
statistical artifacts.  
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Chapter 4: Discussion 
The discussion contains three sections. First, a conceptual model is presented to 
provide a parsimonious explanation of the findings and their link with self-categorization 
theory and self-verification theory. A summary of results not incorporated in the model is 
discussed in the Appendix. Second, limitations of the study are described. Third, goals 
for future research are outlined.  
Conceptual model and relationship of findings to theory. The findings can most 
parsimoniously be linked to the theories of identity (specifically, self-categorization and 
self-verification) by presenting a conceptual model in which each theory predicts 
different choices in living arrangements, behaviors while abroad, and identity outcomes. 
The model is presented in Figure 4.1.  
The first column presents each theory. Each theory predicts different choices in 
living arrangements, different behaviors, and different identity outcomes. Beginning in 
the choice of living arrangements column, each link in the model is statistically supported 
by data (ps < . 09) Thus, living with a host family is correlated with enacting certain 
behaviors, which are then correlated with identification with the host country after 12 
weeks abroad. Living with other Americans is correlated with enacting certain behaviors, 
which are then correlated with identification with the United States after 12 weeks 
abroad.  
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Figure 4.1: Theoretical model of identity change during study abroad 
 
 
Theory     Choice of   Behaviors after        Identity after 

























           
Note. Arrows represent a relationship between the two variables that is significant or approaches significance,  ps < .09 
 
In terms of more specific findings, the increases in satisfaction with life, 
worldliness, and the marginal increases in self-liking across time can be seen as partial 
support for self-categorization theory, which posits that identity changes based on the 
goals of the person and the characteristics of the situation (Turner & Onorato, 1999). In 
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categorization theory was supported by the findings that students showed change while 
abroad.  
However, other findings cast doubt on aspects of self-categorization theory. For 
example, the theory’s principle of functional antagonism states that any identity that is 
activated will inhibit other competing identities. Contrary to this principle was the finding 
that students living with host families had higher identification with the host country after 
12 weeks than students living with Americans (Ms = 3.87 and 2.54, respectively, t(29) = 
2.49, p = .02); these groups however, did not differ on levels of identification with the 
United States (t(29) = 1.11, p = .28). This finding shows that identification with the host 
country can occur without students giving up their identification with the United States. 
Kashima and Loh’s (2006) findings seem to document the same phenomenon: Asian 
students studying in Australia saw themselves as worthy members of their Australian 
university, and also as members of their home countries. Thus, contrary to the principle 
of functional antagonism, embracing one identity does not require relinquishing another 
one.  
Some support for self-verification theory (Swann et al., 2007; Swann, 1997, 1983) 
can be found in the fact that the magnitude of the significant changes students reported 
across the semester was modest. The increase in satisfaction with life was 2.24 points on 
a scale with a range of 35 points. The increase is approximately 1/3 of a standard 
deviation (Diener et al., 1985). The increase in worldliness was 0.52 points on a 7-point 
scale, again about 1/3 of a standard deviation. Thus, there was not evidence that students 
were experiencing vast changes or completely erasing their previous identities. Students 
   
78 
were most likely making an effort to retain at least some portions of their original 
identities, in order to benefit from the coherence and meaning that identity provides 
(Swann et al., 2002). The findings regarding the openness to experience also supported 
self-verification theory (Swann et al., 2007; Swann, 1997, 1983). That is, seeing oneself 
as open to experience predicted personal growth, personal change, and identification with 
the host country after 12 weeks abroad. Openness to experience also predicted 
worldliness levels after 12 weeks abroad, even while controlling for previous worldliness 
levels. In this case, people who saw themselves as open actually did experience more 
change, so their experiences were consistent with their self-views. 
Identity negotiation theory (Swann, 1987; Swann & Bosson, in press), which 
allows for overall stability and some change, appears to offer the most appropriate 
framework for understanding the findings. Consider the evidence of changes in 
ethnocentrism. Students living with other Americans while abroad presumably received 
self-verifying feedback on their existing identities as Americans. Interpersonal feedback 
that was difficult to dismiss possibly led to a strengthening of the American identity, 
which could explain the increase in ethnocentrism. Students living with host families, on 
the other hand, most likely received self-verifying feedback on newer identities, such as 
new member of the family, or as new member of the host country. These students were 
perhaps more cut off from their previous identities as Americans; they also probably did 
not receive the identity confirming feedback they needed to maintain their identities as 
Americans. This process could explain the decrease in ethnocentrism found in students 
who lived with host families and who felt moderate to high levels of self-verification.  
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Limitations. The current study had four primary limitations. First, a large number 
of findings were correlational; thus, causality cannot be assumed. The longitudinal nature 
of the study, as well as the control group, address the limitation but do not eliminate it.  
Second, the sample in the current study may not have been representative of the 
overall population of University of Texas at Austin students who spent a semester abroad 
in spring or fall 2007. All students spending a semester abroad in spring or fall 2007 were 
invited to participate, but participation was not required. Entries into a raffle for cash 
prizes or iPod shuffles were given in order to increase participation. However, only 
29.67% of the population of students going abroad completed the first phase of the 
questionnaire, which was administered before students left the United States. Once 
students were abroad, participation continued to drop. 19.67% of the full population 
completed the survey after 2 weeks abroad. Participation declined to 18.83% of the 
population for the survey administered after 8 weeks abroad, and decreased to 16.50% of 
the population for the survey given after 12 weeks abroad.  
Because participation in all four phases of the survey involved a concerted and 
steady effort across the semester, it is possible that the participants who completed all 
four phases were different from students who completed fewer phases or did not 
participate at all. Future studies will need to correct this limitation. Requiring 
participation would yield much more reliable data; however, it may not be ethically or 
logistically feasible. Improving prizes or developing more incentives for students to 
participate is another way to improve the representativeness of the sample. Another 
benefit of increasing the number of people who participate is that future studies can 
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investigate if factors such as gender, ethnicity, country abroad, or specific programs 
abroad lead to different levels and types of identity change. 
The third limitation concerned the logistics of survey administration. The large 
variability in students’ study-abroad plans and arrival dates was difficult to anticipate. It 
was assumed that most students did not leave for study abroad more than a few weeks 
before the start of classes abroad. This assumption was true for most students; however, 
certain students had unconventional travel plans or preparatory courses that required 
them to be in the host country several weeks before the official start of classes abroad. 
Eight students who left the United States especially early did not receive the first phase of 
the questionnaire until they were already abroad. The first phase was designed to be a 
baseline, and the intention was for it to be completed before students left the United 
States. While this miscalculation may seem considerable, two pieces of information 
suggest that the integrity of the data was not compromised. First and most important, the 
results did not change when these students were removed from the analyses. This 
outcome suggests that students who completed the first phase of the study while they 
were abroad probably did not change appreciably before doing so. If they had changed, it 
would have been harder to detect changes across time, from the first to the final survey 
administration. Second, the number of affected students was quite small. Logistical 
difficulties will be avoided in future studies by contacting students about the survey 
earlier.  
The fourth limitation of the study involves the lack of control over the conditions 
under which students completed the questionnaire. One of the strengths of online data 
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collection for study-abroad research is that students around the world can participate; 
however, a weakness of online data collection is that the strict laboratory setting, where 
conditions are nearly identical for every participant, is forfeited. It is probable that 
students completing the questionnaire across the semester were affected by widely 
divergent settings, mood states, and other events during the survey completion. However, 
this limitation does not justify eliminating the online data collection method. Earlier 
paper-and-pencil studies were limited because measures were given some time after 
students returned from the study-abroad experience (e.g., Drews et al.,1996; Carlson & 
Widaman, 1988; Orahood et al., 2004; Rohrlich & Martin, 1991), instead of during the 
experience itself. Other studies (e.g., Searle & Ward, 1990; Kashima & Loh, 2006) were 
given while students were abroad, but at only one time point. It is reasonable to assume 
that these studies may have had higher levels of experimental control, but the data they 
yielded may have had their own problems with scope and reliability.  
Despite its drawbacks, online data collection seems to be an especially 
appropriate match for students abroad. Gosling et al. (2004) found that findings from 
web-based studies are consistent with findings from other more traditional methods, and 
that an online versus paper-and-pencil format did not significantly affect the nature or 
quality of survey results. The same study presented evidence that participants taking 
online questionnaires were generally not less motivated than participants using other 
questionnaire methods.  
Goals for future research. In addition to addressing the limitations addressed 
above, one goal for future research is to replicate the current study’s findings to minimize 
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the risk of Type I error. In addition, I hope to explore further one of finding that was not 
predicted, the failure of personal variables to predict choice of living arrangements, 
behaviors, and identity. There are four possible reasons why personal characteristics did 
not predict living arrangements in the current sample. First, the relatively low number of 
participants may have made it difficult to find associations between personal 
characteristics and living arrangements. Second, students abroad may have been quite 
high on key personal characteristics, leading to a restriction of range which made finding 
correlations more difficult. Third, students’ living arrangements may have been restricted 
based upon the programs they choose. Students may have chosen study-abroad programs 
based primarily on location and the certainty that coursework abroad would count toward 
University of Texas at Austin requirements. Other characteristics, such as living 
arrangements, may have been less important to students. Therefore, students may have 
found themselves in programs with limited options for living arrangements. Some 
programs for example, may not have offered the chance to live with a host family, or may 
not have offered the chance to live with other Americans. These students may have ended 
up in certain housing arrangements not because they chose them, but by default. Fourth, 
results from the current study may have been correct, and personal characteristics may 
genuinely not predict choice of housing arrangements. 
In addition, future studies can further investigate personal characteristics by 
increasing the number of participants and recruiting a more diverse sample to minimize 
the problem of restriction of range. Collecting information about more personal 
characteristics is also recommended. In future studies, more detailed information will be 
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gathered about the types of housing arrangements available for each program abroad. 
Students who chose study-abroad programs with only one housing option will be 
excluded from relevant analyses about personal characteristics, housing, and behaviors. If 
future studies do not find evidence that personal characteristics influence choices of 
housing arrangements, it may simply be the case that although choice of housing abroad 
is somewhat random, housing arrangements influence behaviors and identity change. 
Thus, evidence for a somewhat powerful social psychological phenomenon could emerge 
– that students’ housing choice may produce important behavioral and identity outcomes, 
and these outcomes would not be confined to students with certain personal 
characteristics. This discovery would have important social and practical implications for 
improvements in study-abroad housing choices and programs.  
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Chapter 5: Conclusion and Implications 
 The main goal of this research was to investigate the psychological ramifications 
of studying abroad. Specifically, the traits and behaviors associated with identity change 
were examined. Exploring the study-abroad experience is fertile ground for the field of 
social psychology because it offers a look into important identity processes which 
normally take much longer to unfold. Because identity is, by most definitions (e.g., 
Swann et al., 2007, 2002; Markus, 1990), stable, short-term empirical studies of identity 
have been uncommon and challenging to achieve. Some research on identity has been 
mainly theoretical (e.g., Marcia, 1966; Bosma & Kunnen, 2001), and other research has 
asked participants about identity change that had already happened (e.g., Kroger and 
Green, 1996), rather than studying the change as it occurs. In certain cases, studying 
identity change requires an extremely long time commitment. Cramer (2004), for 
example, studied adult identity over a period of more than two decades. Research on 
students abroad, however, can offer an efficient way to gain enlightening information 
about identity. In addition, understanding the study-abroad process itself is necessary for 
an industry that currently sends almost a quarter million students abroad per year 
(CALSAFP, 2005). 
 The current study contributed to identity research and study-abroad research by 
finding evidence that identity change did occur doing study abroad and certain personal 
characteristics were associated with identity change. Findings also showed that social 
behaviors and living arrangements were linked with various identity outcomes. While 
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future research is necessary, this dissertation represents an important step in 
understanding students who are in the midst of a unique and transformative experience.  
  




Schedule of Measures 
Table A.1. Schedule of Measures for Participants Studying Abroad 








2 weeks in 
host country 
Time 3:  
8 weeks in 
host 
country 
Time 4:  
12 weeks in 
host country 
Demographics √    
Openness √    
Need for cognitive closure √    
Emotion regulation √    
Satisfaction with life √   √ 
Self-esteem √   √ 
Personality √    
Worldliness √   √ 
Ethnocentrism √   √ 
Reasons for study abroad √    
Person-culture fit  √  √ 
Self-verification in the host country  √  √ 
Identification with the host country and with 
the United States 
 √  √ 
Live conversations with people from the host 
country or  United States 
 √ √ √ 
Eating foods from the host country or United 
States 
 √ √ √ 
Attendance at cultural events  √ √ √ 
Travel within or outside the host country  √ √ √ 
Satisfaction with study-abroad experience 
during the past week 
 √ √ √ 
Personal growth     √ 
Personal change    √ 
Permission for language grades    √ 
     
Note. A check mark (√) indicates participants completed the measure at that time point. 
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Descriptive Statistics 
Table A.2: Frequency of Participants Studying Abroad in Each Country 







Argentina 9 6.82 
Australia 8 6.06 
Austria 5 3.79 
Brazil 3 2.27 
Chile 4 3.03 
China 8 6.06 
Denmark 1 0.76 
Dominican Republic 1 0.76 
England 17 12.88 
France 11 8.33 
Germany 4 3.03 
Hong Kong 3 2.27 
India 1 0.76 
Ireland 1 0.76 
Israel 1 0.76 
Italy 5 3.79 
Japan 8 6.06 
Mexico 4 3.03 
Netherlands 1 0.76 
Peru 1 0.76 
Scotland 3 2.27 
Singapore 3 2.27 
Spain 24 18.18 
Sweden 2 1.52 
Switzerland 1 0.76 
Thailand 1 0.76 
Turkey 2 1.52 
Total 132 100.00 
   
Note. Numbers and percentages are from the first data collection point, when students were still in the United States. 
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Table A.3: Frequency of Participants Studying Abroad in English-Speaking and non-
English-Speaking Countries 







English speaking 29 21.97 
Non-English speaking 97 73.48 
   
Note. Countries in the “Other” category include Hong Kong and Singapore, where English is an official language but 
Asian languages are widely spoken.  
 
Table A.4: Frequency of Participants Living with Host Families and with Other 
American Students 







Host family 22 62.86 
American students 13 37.14 
   
Note. Numbers and percentages are from the second data collection point, when students had been abroad for two 
weeks. Students not included in this table chose other living arrangements.  
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Intercorrelations and Factor Analysis 
 
Table A.5: Intercorrelations of Measures Administered in the Current Study 
           
Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. Need for cognitive 
    closure 
 -.19 .11 -.14 -.16 -.08 .37** -.42** -.30* -.40** 
2. Emotion regulation 
    – reappraisal 
  -.15 .16 .18 .21 .03 .25* .31** .33** 
.3. Emotion regulation 
    – suppression 
   -.27* -
.40** 
-.23 -.003 -.03 -.12 -.26* 
4. Openness (BFI)     .13 .40** .11 .03 .04 -.04 
5. Extraversion      -.05 -.04 -.07 .24* .27* 
6. Agreeableness       .26* .11 .08 .04 
7. Conscientiousness        .04 .02 .10 
8. Emotional stability         .21 .43** 
9. Satisfaction with 
    life 
         .59** 
10. Self-liking           
           
 
           
Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
11. Self-competence -.18 .36** -.16 .20 .28* .12 .29* .24* .46** .61** 
12. Ethnocentrism .17 -.33** .23 -.30* -.04 -.47** -.12 -.07 .008 -.09 
13. Person-culture fit -.17 .09 -.16 .14 .20 .02 -.07 .07 .19 .31* 
14. Worldliness -.05 .19 -.16 .42** .45** .21 .10 .04 .16 .18 
15. Personal change .004 .15 -.18 .43** .23 .24* .29* -.13 .17 .05 
16. Personal growth -.12 .29* -.27* .28* .22 .24** .24 -.05 .31** .18 
17. Self-verification 
      in the host country 
-.002 -.04 -.002 -.07 .15 -.008 .21 .03 .19 .32** 
18. Identification with 
      the host country 
.003 .09 -.09 .24 .03 .15 .23 -.07 .25* .06 
19. Identification with 
      the United States 
-.12 .12 .08 -.16 .12 -.02 -.04 -.03 .12 .12 
           
 
          
Measure 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 
11. Self-competence  -.09 .26* .38** .26* .29* .08 .19 .10 
12. Ethnocentrism   -.28* -.05 -.27* -.30* -.20 -.31* .25* 
13. Person-culture fit    .24* .29* .37** .52** .49** -.19 
 
14. Worldliness     .32** .23 .06 .21 .17 
15. Personal change      .63** .22 .23 .00002 
16. Personal growth       .23 .26* .05 
17. Self-verification 
      in the host country 
       .38** -.08 
18. Identification with 
      the host country 
        -.45** 
19. Identification with 
      the United States 
         
          
*p < .05. **p < .01. 
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Factor analyses were conducted on the measures in the correlation matrix. A 
principal-axis factor analysis with orthogonal (varimax) rotation conducted on the 19 
measures indicated no overarching factor structure. After rotation, a 6-factor solution 
accounted for just 55.27% of the variance. Certain measures loaded on more than one 
factor at the same time. Communalities for three measures were low, indicating the 
measures did not load highly onto any factor. The set of measures in each factor did not 
readily lend itself to interpretation. Therefore, individual measures rather than factors 
were used in all analyses.  
Post-Hoc Tests 
Table A.6: Significant Post-Hoc Tests for Ethnocentrism after 12 Weeks Abroad 
   
Country A    Country B Mean Difference 
 (A – B) 
Argentina China 9.83* 
 Mexico 16.75** 
 Spain 9.33* 
Australia Mexico 14.50** 
England Mexico 12.92** 
   
*p < .05. **p < .01. 
Note. Values above reflect Fisher’s LSD post-hoc paired comparisons. Comparisons were conducted only for countries 
with four or more study-abroad participants who completed the survey after 12 weeks abroad.  
 
Review of Study-Abroad Literature Not Directly Applicable to the Current Study  
Studies on the language outcomes of study abroad are not often simple or one-
sided. In the area of language, study-abroad students in Spain showed greater gains in 
second-language oral proficiency and fluency than students learning Spanish in a United 
States classroom (Segalowitz, Freed, Collentine, Lafford, Lazar, & Diaz-Campos, 2004); 
the same study showed that the study-abroad group did not have significantly higher 
grammar abilities. Dewey (2004) compared United States students learning Japanese in 
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Japan with students in a Japanese immersion language class in the United States. Students 
learning in Japan reported that they were more confident reading in Japanese than 
students in the United States. The two groups did not, however, differ on scores on free-
recall and vocabulary tests. Collentine and Freed (2004) asserted that the study abroad 
context and the domestic context each carried unique benefits in second language 
acquisition. Study-abroad students showed greater improvements in vocabulary and 
narrative ability, while excellent pronunciation was attained in either context. Tokowicz, 
Michael, & Kroll (2004) found that students studying abroad were more able to translate 
words from the first to the second language only if they had higher working memory 
capacity. In Diaz-Campos (2004), gains in phonetic ability could be independent of the 
learning context. Specifically, predictors of phonetic ability were years of formal 
language instruction, use of Spanish before the semester, and use of Spanish outside the 
classroom. Diáz-Campos (2004) suggested that study abroad may lead to second 
language gains only insofar as it gives students more opportunity to practice the 
language. If the opportunity to practice the second language were available frequently in 
a domestic context, equal language gains in both groups could be expected. 
Review of Findings Not Directly Linked to Main Research Questions 
General personal growth and personal change. The mean personal growth score 
was 3.97 (SD = 0.74) on a 5-point scale, and the mean personal change score was 3.88 
(SD = 1.09) on a 6-point scale. Personal growth scores in the current sample were 
comparable to Ingraham and Peterson’s (2004) sample of study-abroad students, who 
reported a mean personal growth score of 3.78.As the histograms in Figures A.1 and A.2 
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illustrate, personal growth and personal change during study abroad were quite prevalent. 
95.77% of students reported levels of personal growth higher than the midpoint of the 
scale, and 73.97% of students reported levels of personal change higher than the midpoint 
of the scale.  
Figure A.1: Histogram of personal growth scores 
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Figure A.2: Histogram of personal change scores 
 
 Reasons for study abroad. There is evidence that goals and hopes for study abroad 
can be influential during the study-abroad experience. Kitsantas (2004) found that 
students’ goals and reasons for studying abroad influenced how much their cultural skills 
and global understanding improved. The current study sought to investigate if having 
various reasons for study abroad was associated with various identity outcomes after 12 
weeks abroad. Reasons for study abroad were measured before students left the United 
States. Factor analyses indicated that items did not cluster in a meaningful way, so 
correlational analyses were conducted on each item. Table A.7 presents the correlations 
for reasons for study abroad and personal growth. Table A.8 presents the correlations for 
reasons for study abroad and personal change. Except for marginal correlations with 
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learning a new language (r(68) = .23, p = .07) and exploring family/cultural heritage 
(r(67) = .23, p = .06), reasons for going abroad did not correlate with identification with 
the host country after 12 weeks abroad. Going abroad because of parental influence was 
the only reason associated with identification with the United States after 12 weeks 
abroad, r(68) = .26, p = .03. 
 
Table A.7: Correlations between Reasons for Going Abroad and Personal Growth 
   
Reason for going abroad    N  r 
   
Make new friends 69 .26* 
Have fun 69 .31* 
Learn a new language 69 .13 
Explore a new culture 69 .28* 
Live in a new place 69 .46*** 
Get away from home 69 .26* 
Because of parental influence 69 .01 
Study topics not available at UT 69 .08 
Do something different 69 .44*** 
Learn about myself 69 .28* 
Be independent 69 .51*** 
Escape a negative situation 69 .16 
Explore family/cultural heritage 68 .07 
Travel to locations other than the one where I’ll be studying 68 .39** 
Find out how other countries perceive people from the United States 69 .15 
   
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
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Table A.8: Correlations between Reasons for Going Abroad and Personal Change 
   
Reason for going abroad    N  r 
   
Make new friends 71 .14 
Have fun 71 .23† 
Learn a new language 71 -.10 
Explore a new culture 71 .30* 
Live in a new place 71 .39** 
Get away from home 71 .36** 
Because of parental influence 71 -.06 
Study topics not available at UT 71 .07 
Do something different 71 .36** 
Learn about myself 71 .22† 
Be independent 71 .39** 
Escape a negative situation 71 .19 
Explore family/cultural heritage 70 .05 
Travel to locations other than the one where I’ll be studying 70 .34** 
Find out how other countries perceive people from the United States 71 .32** 
   
†p < .07. *p < .05. **p < .01. 
 
 Person-culture fit. Table A.9 presents the correlations between person-culture fit 
after 12 weeks abroad and various concurrent outcomes. Because of the correlational 
nature of the data, it is not possible to specify whether a high person-culture fit 
contributed to concurrent positive outcomes, or if the positive outcomes made the 
students feel a stronger sense of person-culture fit. Another possibility is that a third 
variable accounted for the associations.
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Table A.9: Correlations between Person-Culture Fit after 12 Weeks Abroad and 
Concurrent Measures 
   
Measure    N  r 
   
Satisfaction with life 71 .19 
Self-liking 69 .31* 
Self-competence 68 .26* 
Personal growth 71 .37** 
Personal change 71 .29* 
Ethnocentrism 68 -.28* 
Identification with the host country 70 .49*** 
Identification with the United States 70 -.19 
   
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
 
Satisfaction with the study-abroad experience. Personal change (r(68) = .28, p = 
.02), personal growth (r(68) = .51, p < .001), and being satisfied with the host family 
(r(19) = .51, p = .03) were correlated with overall satisfaction with the study-abroad 
experience. No other personal variables were significantly correlated with satisfaction 
with study abroad, ps > .11. Averaged satisfaction abroad (at 2, 8 and 12 weeks) was also 
correlated with attending cultural events (r(55) = .36, p = .007) and traveling within the 
host country (r(55) = .30, p = .03).  
Summary of Results Not Explained by Model. The current study’s findings suggest that 
students abroad experienced change in identities, beliefs, and feelings. Across time, 
students showed increases in satisfaction with life and worldliness, as well as marginal 
increases in self-liking. The majority of students reported relatively high levels of 
personal growth and personal change.  
Students living with other Americans increased in ethnocentrism across time if 
they received medium or high levels of self-verification. Students living with a host 
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family decreased in ethnocentrism across time to the extent that they felt self-verified. 
This interaction between living arrangements and level of self-verification on 
ethnocentrism was marginal, so replication is especially important. Presumably, students 
living with Americans were being verified on their identities as Americans, leading to 
higher ethnocentrism. Students living with host families, on the other hand, likely 
received verification as “new host country members” or “one of the family,” from their 
host family members, leading to lower ethnocentrism.  
As a baseline comparison group, students abroad were compared with students 
who planned to go abroad the subsequent semester, but who had spent the target semester 
at the home university. Group differences emerged on several variables. Students abroad 
reported higher satisfaction with life, self-competence, and personal change than students 
at the home university; students abroad were also marginally higher on personal growth.  
Personal characteristics predicted the extent of identity change while abroad. 
Extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, openness to experience, the reappraisal 
facet of emotion regulation, and self-competence all positively predicted personal growth 
abroad. Self-liking marginally and positively predicted personal growth abroad. 
Ethnocentrism and the suppression facet of emotion regulation negatively predicted 
personal growth abroad. Agreeableness and openness to experience positively predicted 
personal change abroad. Extraversion and self-competence marginally and positively 
predicted personal change. Ethnocentrism negatively predicted personal change.  
Other findings about personal characteristics showed that agreeableness and self-
competence positively predicted identification with the host country after 12 weeks 
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abroad. Openness to experience marginally and positively predicted identification with 
the host country. No personal variables predicted identification with the United States 
after 12 weeks abroad. Language competence did not predict personal growth, personal 
change, or identification with the host country; however, it was positively correlated with 
having friends from the host country and negatively correlated with having friends from 
the United States.  
Need for cognitive closure negatively predicted satisfaction with life after 12 
weeks abroad, after controlling for satisfaction with life before leaving the United States. 
Extraversion, agreeableness, and openness to experience each positively predicted 
worldliness after 12 weeks abroad, after controlling for worldliness before leaving the 
United States; the same was true for ethnocentrism, except that the relationship was 
negative. The reappraisal facet of emotion regulation marginally and positively predicted 
worldliness after 12 weeks abroad, after controlling for worldliness before leaving the 
United States.  
In addition to personal characteristics, situational variables were important in 
identity change. Merely studying in a host country where the language was not English 
was marginally correlated with identification with the host country after 2 and 12 weeks 
abroad. Choosing to take courses in the language of the host country, instead of in 
English, was positively correlated with identification with the host country after 2 and 12 
weeks abroad; the same variable was negatively correlated with identification with the 
United States after 2 and 12 weeks abroad. 
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There was also evidence that certain behaviors abroad led to identity change even 
when controlling for existing levels of personal traits. Going to cultural events and 
traveling in the host country each predicted worldliness after 12 weeks abroad, when 
controlling for worldliness before leaving the United States. 
On measures of personal growth and personal change, students living with host 
families were not different than Americans or students in all other living arrangements. 
However, students living with host families were higher in satisfaction with life after 12 
weeks abroad than students living with other Americans. This difference seemed to be 
due to living with host families versus with Americans; living with a host family 
marginally predicted satisfaction with life after 12 weeks abroad, even after controlling 
for satisfaction with life before leaving the United States. However, students with host 
families did not have higher life satisfaction after 12 weeks abroad when compared to 
students in all other living arrangements.  
Relatively few behaviors abroad were associated with levels of personal growth 
and change at the end of the study-abroad experience. Likewise, students in different 
living arrangements did not appear to differ from each other on measures of personal 
change and growth. These findings may seem perplexing, but results of the current study 
suggest that the personal growth and change that students experience abroad is a fairly 
idiosyncratic and pervasive phenomenon, not limited to students who enact certain 
behaviors or who live with host families.  
Although the current study used different measures than previous studies, the 
findings generally echo those of prior research. The current study’s findings that 
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ethnocentrism decreases in certain students are similar to Carlson and Widaman’s (1988) 
findings that study-abroad students held more objective, less idealized perceptions of 
their home country. In addition, students’ wide reports of personal growth in the current 
study are consistent with Kitsantas (2004), who found that study abroad increased 
students’ effectiveness in a large number of areas, including dealing with new cultures, 
coping, and adapting to new situations and people. The current study’s findings that 
satisfaction with life increases across time, and that self-liking increases marginally 
across time, also corroborate Milstein’s (2005) findings about increased communication 
self-efficacy and Dwyer’s (2004) findings about increased self-competence in students 
abroad. 
Other studies have investigated the role of personal traits in study-abroad 
outcomes. Searle and Ward (1990) found that students high in extraversion were highly 
psychologically adjusted while abroad; parallel findings from the current study suggest 
that various personality traits, such as extraversion, openness, and emotion regulation, are 
associated with personal growth and personal change abroad. Swagler and Jome (2005) 
found that agreeableness and conscientiousness were associated with psychological 
adjustment; the current study found the same variables are associated with personal 
growth. Other work with personal characteristics is in line with the findings of the current 
study: Kashima and Loh (2006) found that students high in cognitive closure had poorer 
psychological adjustment abroad. The current study, in comparison, found that low need 
for cognitive closure predicted satisfaction with life after 12 weeks abroad, even while 
controlling for earlier satisfaction with life. 
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In terms of behaviors while abroad, Rohrlich and Martin (1991) reported that 
higher frequency of communication with members of the host country was associated 
with higher satisfaction with the study-abroad experience; the same study found that 
visiting museums, talking with families, and having positive contact with host country 
members were all associated with study-abroad satisfaction. Findings from the current 
study supported the importance of behavior as well. Although satisfaction with the study-
abroad experience was not a central variable in the current study, the theme about the 
importance of behaviors did confirm Rohrlich and Martin (1991); for instance, 
conversations with people from the host country and attending cultural events were 
correlated with identification with the host country.  
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